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ABSTRACT

The current study was undertaken to better understand what resources individuals
use in work and family domains that allow them to balance work and family
responsibilities and the outcomes associates with these resources. Hospital employees of
a metropolitan area hospital (N = 174) completed surveys at two time periods (4 months
separation) on perceptions of resources in work and family domains, as well as
organizational, family, and well-being outcomes. In addition, supervisors rated
employees’ performance at Time 2. Structural Equation Modeling techniques were
utilized in order to assess theoretical models. Results revealed that perceptions of
availability of family-friendly benefits at Time 1 predicted family performance and
supervisor ratings of conscientious performance at Time 2. Perceptions of supportive
supervisor behaviors (FSSB) at Time 1 predicted job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, intention to leave, and supervisor ratings of organizational support and
conscientious performance, as well as FWC, WFE, and FWE at Time 2. Perceptions of
overall organizational support (FSOP) at Time 1 predicted family performance and WFC.
Emotional family support at Time 1 predicted family satisfaction, organizational
commitment, and FWE at Time 2, whereas instrumental family support at Time 1
predicted Time 2 FWC. Finally, WFE and FEW mediated relationships between FSSB
with organizational commitment and intentions’ to leave, and WFE mediated the
relationship between FSSB and supervisor ratings of organizational support performance.
Future research should address the effectiveness of interventions based on the current
findings.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
The domains of work and family are two of the most common domains making up
one’s self-identity. This can be evidenced by the fact that when asked to describe the
various roles in one’s life, an individual’s family role and occupational role are typically
top on the list. The salience of work and family roles to self-identity has been recognized
by researchers in multiple fields including psychology, sociology, and management, and
subsequently studied to a large extent. This acknowledgment has resulted in an
abundance of studies that have found strong relationships between the influences of one
domain onto the other (e.g. Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992).
The literature on work and family interactions has resulted in two different
frameworks. Much of the focus has been on how work roles negatively effect, or spillover, onto family roles and vice versa. This framework is based on role-conflict theory,
which proposes that compliance with one role makes compliance with another role more
difficult (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964). Thus, work and family
domains are seen as separate spheres that have the potential to interfere and conflict with
one another.
More recently, however, the focus has changed from the concentration on role
conflict theory and negative spill-over to the examination of the potentially positive
outcomes of work and family interactions. The first researchers to express uncertainty on
the view of work and family as conflicting domains were Sieber (1974) and Marks
(1977), who influenced the application of the expansionist hypothesis to explain work
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and family interactions. This hypothesis does not consider roles as taxing on an
individual’s time and energy, but instead views participation in multiple roles as having a
positive influence on well-being and quality of life. Sieber (1974) first noted the lack of
recognition of the potential for positive outcomes of what he termed “role accumulation”,
or participation in multiple roles. Moreover, he contended that not only are there possible
benefits of role accumulation, but that these benefits may actually outweigh the negative
outcomes of role accumulation first postulated by the role strain hypothesis.
Although there is widespread recognition of the assumptions surrounding past
study of work and family interactions, it is becoming more common for the role conflict
approach to be supplemented with the viewpoint that involvement in multiple roles can
enhance and enrich well-being and quality of life. The question then becomes: are these
competing approaches to explaining work and family interactions, or is there a way to
reconcile them? A recent review has tried to disentangle these two approaches and find
ways to resolve differences between them (Barnett & Gareis, 2006). The authors suggest
that instead of making contrasting predictions of potential positive versus negative
outcomes, researchers should focus on the process by which work and family roles
interact.
This approach of examining the processes by which work and family interact and
relate to one another was also suggested by Friedman and Greenhaus (2000). The
authors contended there are three dimensions of role membership that determined
whether work and family domains could be allies or enemies. These dimensions include
the resources available in a particular role, the psychological involvement invested in a
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role, and the reactions and attitudes or emotional experiences in each role. These three
dimensions, which exist in both work and family domains, then influence the behavioral
availability, emotional availability, competence in activities, and emotional gratification
in the opposite domain they originate from. Specifically, work and family have the
potential to be allies when resources in work and family domains are available,
psychological investment is high in both roles, and emotional experiences are positive.
Conversely, work and family can conflict with one another if resources in work and
family domains are withheld, psychological involvement is high in one domain or the
other, and if emotional experiences are negative.
Friedman and Greenhaus (2000) have, through their research, provided thorough
support that work and family domains are interdependent with one another. For example,
resources available in the work domain (e.g. flextime), according to Friedman and
Greenhaus, can influence the behavioral availability in the family domain (e.g. time to go
to a child’s school play). The authors suggest that although much more understanding
has resulted from the study of work and family interactions from a role conflict view,
even more can be ascertained through a view of work and family roles as allies as
opposed to the depleting, antagonistic view of each domain onto the other. Thus, future
research should not focus on one approach or the other, but rather examine the underlying
processes involved in work and family relationships and interactions.
In the current study, I will attempt to better ascertain the process of one dimension
of Friedman and Greenhaus’s (2000) model, that of resources available and utilized in
work and family domains. In particular, I will measure the perceived availability of

3

policies aimed to balance work and family in the work domain, perceptions of an
organizational culture supportive of work and family balance, work-family support from
supervisors, and finally support from the family domain to balance work and family
responsibilities. In addition, I will assess the effects these resources have on emotional
gratification in work and family domains, operationally defined as well-being, as well as
competence in work and family domains, operationally defined as performance and
functioning.
In addition to assessing the effects of resources in work and family domains on
well-being and performance, advanced methodological practices will be taken to address
calls for more robust methodologies it the field of work and family interactions. For
example, Casper, Eby, Bordeaux, Lockwood, and Lambert (2007) conducted a review of
methodologies used in the study of work and family interactions, concluding that a very
small amount of studies use methodologies that allow for predicting outcomes over time
and that most commonly employ cross-sectional designs. In addition, the use of data
analytic techniques that allow for theory testing, such as structural equation modeling,
were also less common (Casper et al., 2007). Thus, the current study will employ
longitudinal methods in order to assess changes that occur over time due to the use of
work and family resources, and structural equation modeling techniques will be used for
analysis in order to more thoroughly examine possible causal pathways and relationships.
The ensuing discussion will first address perceptions of various resources
available in the work domain - formal policies, and organizational and supervisor support
for balancing work and family responsibilities and the use of these policies - and their
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effects on individual well-being. Secondly, I will attend to the perceptions of resources
available in the family domain used to balance work and family responsibilities and their
effects on individual well-being. The role of resources used in work and family domains,
often generally referred to as social support, has been assessed in the past, with mixed
findings and a lack of consistency in definition and measurement (Greenhaus &
Parasurman, 1994). Research has suggested delineating between tangible support (e.g.
information, suggestions, time, money) and emotional support (e.g. providing selfesteem, trust, and feedback or appraisal). Greenhaus and Parasurman (1994) further
point out that social support can arise from the work domain and the family domain.
Therefore the current study will differentiate between tangible support in the workplace,
defined as formal support (e.g. policies and benefits in the workplace), and emotional
support in the workplace, defined as organizational, supervisor, and spousal support. In
addition, tangible support in the family domain will be defined as instrumental assistance
(e.g. receiving help on household duties from family members) and emotional support
will be defined as emotional sustenance (e.g. receiving encouragement and support from
family members), based on research conducted by King, Mattimore, King, and Adams
(1995) providing empirical support for two distinct dimensions of family support.
Greenhaus and Parasuraman (1994) also note that the effects of support are
dependant on multiple complex situational and individual differences. One situational
variable that can vary is the use of policies available in the workplace. For example,
having a policy of flextime in place only has the potential to be beneficial if employees
feel they can make use of the policy. Therefore the current study will ascertain the
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differential effects of the availability of tangible, formal policies and use of formal
policies, as well as emotional support in work and family domains. Additionally, it is
important to measure all possible sources of support in both work and family domains, as
the beneficial effects of support will depend on how the specific support being measured
matches the need for that support. Specifically, different experiences of stress will
require different forms of social support, or resources, as appropriate to address the
stressor (Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1994).
After addressing resources in work and family domains, I will address job
performance, and how it is influenced by resources aimed at balancing work and family
from each domain. Finally, I will discuss the effects of resources available in work and
family domains on family performance. I will conclude with a proposed model of how
resources in work and family domains will affect subsequent outcomes of well-being and
performance in each domain.
Resources in the Work Domain
One area of research in the work and family interface that has been underresearched is that of the effects over time of collective resources utilized by individuals in
the workplace (Casper et al., 2007), especially the assessment of buffering effects against
negative outcomes of work-family conflict. Resources in the work domain could include
not only the formal policies and benefits available to employees aimed to help them
balance work and family domains, but also more informal, emotional support such as the
workplace culture being supportive of the use of these types of policies as well as an
individual’s supervisor illustrating supportive behaviors.
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Organizational Policies and Benefits. Formal policies and benefits are often
offered to employees as ways to aid them in balancing work and family domains.
Commonly these formal supports are offered in response to employee demands for
family-supportive workplaces. Thus employers have implemented family friendly
policies to help employees balance these roles, such as flextime, telecommuting, and
employer supported child care (Frone, 2003), which have been found to be beneficial.
For example, Grover and Crooker (1995) examined the impact of family-responsive
human resource policies on the organizational attachment of parents and non-parents.
The authors reported that respondents, regardless if they would benefit from the policies
or not, reported more attachment to organizations that provided family-responsive
policies. Glass and Finley (2002) reviewed scholarly articles that examined the effects of
family-friendly benefits (flextime, parental leave, and child care) from the time period of
1988 to 2002. The authors concluded that the studies conducted to that point provided
support for positive effects (defined with various organizational and individual outcomes
such as absenteeism, turnover, work-family conflict, psychological well-being) of these
policies on employees and their employers.
The specific effects of one type of formal policy, employer supported child care,
on organizational and individual outcomes have previously been assessed. Goldberg,
Greenberger, Koch-Jones, O’Neil, and Hamill (1989) measured the effects of employersupported child care and related policies on not only attraction to a company, but also job
satisfaction, role strain (stress and strain respondents experienced due to responsibilities
at home and at work), and health symptoms. The authors found significant correlations
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between satisfaction with benefits/policies and job satisfaction in married and single
women, but not in married men. Satisfaction with benefits/policies was also found to
have significant negative relationships with role strain for married men and women and
with health symptoms for married women.
Other researchers have had difficulty finding relationships between availability of
family-friendly policies and benefits. For example, Batt and Valcour (2003) found no
relationship between the availability of dependant care benefits and flexible scheduling
with outcomes of work-family conflict and turnover intentions. So although formal
policies have been put in place in organizations, research suggests that differential
beneficial relationships are found.
One possible explanation for differential effects is that although policies are
available to employees, not all will utilize the benefits. Thus, coverage and effectiveness
of coverage are two components necessary to assess how workplace policies are aiding
individuals in their ability to balance work and family roles. The occurrence or
availability of formal policies within organizations does not necessarily mean they will be
utilized. McDonald, Guthrie, Bradley, and Shakespeare-Finch (2004) noted the
limitation of usage of formal family-friendly policies in that many times formal policies
fail to actually be implemented in practice, and they often revolve around aiding women
when they were meant to be gender neutral. To further explore this possibility of
incongruence between formal policy availability and policy effectiveness, McDonald et
al. (2004) attempted to assess whether the goals of family-friendly policies were being
achieved. A group of employed mothers with children at an Australian university were
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interviewed on their perceptions of the effectiveness of policies available to them. When
participants were asked about their experiences of organizational work-family policies,
the authors found participants to refer most often to the use of flexible work
arrangements and part-time work, of which one of the goals of these policies was to
“recognize that time spent in the workplace is not necessarily an indication of
commitment and productivity (p. 485)”. Moreover, the experiences with flexible work
arrangements were found to be consistent with the goals of the policy. That is, women
using flexible work arrangements were able to have control over time spent in the
workplace to respond to the variability in workload throughout the year (e.g. increasing
hours during peak times). However, the use of part-time work was associated with a lack
of promotion and advancement opportunities, revealing that not all formal policies are
accomplishing what they were put in place to achieve in that women who worked parttime felt they were perceived as less committed by managers and colleagues.
Consequently, merely examining the presence of formal policies only begins to scratch at
the surface of understanding what underlying processes of work and family interactions
lead to positive outcomes.
Supervisor and organizational support. Beyond the existence of formal policies
to balance work and family, support received from supervisors, both general support and
support specifically for work and family balance, may play an important role in these
underlying processes. Delving further into how formal policies exist with perceptions of
support from supervisors may allow for a better picture of what in fact does aid
individuals to balance work and family domains. A recent study examined the effects of
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general supervisor support using structural modeling techniques (Brotheridge & Lee,
2005). Specifically, the authors examined self-reports of domain-specific stressors (e.g.
work overload) and resources (e.g. social support experienced at work through
relationships with supervisors and coworkers), domain-specific outcomes or strain (e.g.
work distress), bi-directional measures of work and family interference (e.g. work
interference with family, family interference with work), and health outcomes.
Brotheridge and Lee (2005) predicted that within-domain effects would be stronger than
cross-domain effects. For example, they predicted that support from supervisors will
have more effect on work distress than family distress. Models revealing the best fit
found support in the work domain from supervisors to be negatively related to negative
effects in the work domain, whereas coworker support did not significantly predict any
work outcomes (work overload, job distress, and intention to leave one’s job). Wellbeing was also influenced as evidenced in cross-domain effects. Specifically, work
overload and job distress predicted work interference with family, which predicted home
overload and intention to leave the marriage. Finally, job distress was found to be the
strongest predictor of affective and physiological symptoms. This finding suggests that
supervisor support, which was found to deter job distress, has the potential to indirectly
relate to low levels of not only work interference with family and therefore family
outcomes, but also emotional and physical well-being, as supported through models with
acceptable fit indices.
Support experienced in the workplace can have differential effects based on the
different types of work-family conflict being examined. For example, Lapierre and Allen
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(2006) found family-supportive supervision to be related to lower levels of time-based
work interference with family (time in one role causes conflict due to time taken away
from another role) and strain-based work interference with family (stressors in one role
take energy away needed to meet expectation in the other role), as well as higher levels of
physical and affective well-being. However, no relationship was found between one type
of formal policy, use of flextime, and work-family conflict. In addition, a positive
relationship existed between the use of telework and time-based family interference with
work. The latter finding is consistent with past research showing telework predicted
lower levels of work-family balance for women more so than for men (Odle, Stanton, &
Cree, 2001), possibly due to a lack of clearly defined boundaries between work and
family for women. Lapierre and Allen (2006) were interested in assessing the individual
effects of various buffers against work-family conflict, and therefore did not address
possible effects family-supportive supervision had on relationships between formal
policies and subsequent outcomes. Nonetheless, family-supportive supervision was
defined as helping the employee find time to attend to family matters, and not developing
negative impressions of employees for responding to family obligations. Thus the effects
of family-supportive supervision on work-family conflict and well-being suggest again
the potential for supervisory support to facilitate the use of formal policies that would aid
them in attending to family matters. However the data were cross-sectional, making it
difficult to tease out possible casual effects of the availability and use of resources in
work domains.

11

In addition to supervisory support, understanding how perceptions of overall
organizational support exist in accordance with family policies has the potential to
provide an enhanced portrayal of underlying work and family interactions. In this vein,
Kossek and Nichol (1992) reported that employees who used an on-site child care center
provided by their employer held more positive attitudes towards managing work and
family responsibilities. The researchers then concluded that these child care benefits may
be viewed as creating a favorable organizational climate conducive to enabling good
performance by ameliorating child care problems and allowing employees to focus on
their work. Still another study interviewed employees and asked what employers could
do to help them achieve high levels of quality of life (Dallimore & Mickel, 2006). The
authors examined the influence of both formal organizational practices and perceptions of
organizational support on well-being of employees through this more qualitative
approach. An overwhelming percentage of employees responded that they desired work
environments they perceived were supportive of work-life balance, for example, being
fair in including family-friendly policies and implementing them. Accordingly, the
perceptions of organizational support of formal policies may be what are necessary for
employee well-being and balancing work and family demands.
This more subjective assessment of organizational support has also been
examined by researchers looking at the “climate for sharing concerns” (employees are
encouraged to share concerns of the family role while taking part in the work role and
vice versa) and a “climate for making sacrifices” (employees are encouraged in one role
to make sacrifices to support the other role) in both work and family domains (Kossek,
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Colquitt, & Noe, 2001). More specifically, a climate for sharing concerns is one in which
employees feel they can express family matters in the work domain (or work matters in
the family domain), where as a climate for making sacrifices is one in which employees
are expected to make sacrifices in their family performance for the sake of work
performance (or are expected to make sacrifices in their work performance for the sake of
family performance). Kossek et al. (2001) examined how these climates relate to bidirectional work-family conflict (family interference with work and work interference
with family), work and family performance, and well-being. Results revealed that a
climate of sharing in the work domain negatively predicted bi-directional work-family
conflict and positively predicted work performance, but a work climate of sacrifice
positively predicted bi-directional work-family conflict and negatively predicted work
performance. Therefore, workplace climates where individuals felt they were able to
express concerns of their family responsibilities were related to a lower amount of workfamily conflict and higher levels of work performance, whereas a workplace climate
where employees were expected to make sacrifices in the family domain in order to
improve work performance predicted work-family conflict, and low levels of work
performance. These results further suggest the importance of organizational support of
family concerns for not only employee well-being, but also for performance.
Models integrating formal policies and supervisor/organizational support. To
further emphasize the importance of assessing both the availability of formal policies and
support for their use in the workplace, researchers have begun to develop models that
integrate and test relationships between availability of policies, supervisor support,
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organizational support, and subsequent outcomes. Allen (2001) found subjective
perceptions of organizational and supervisor support to be robust predictors of both work
and family outcomes. Individuals who perceived workplace environments to support the
use of family-supportive policies also were more likely to report lower levels of workfamily conflict. Moreover, Allen found these family-supportive organizational
perceptions (FSOP) to uniquely predict work-family conflict, job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, and turnover intentions over and above availability of
family-friendly benefits and perceptions of supervisor support. More importantly, FSOP
completely mediated the relationships between availability of family-friendly benefits
and work-family conflict, as well as supervisor support and work-family conflict,
suggesting that the perception of organizational support for the use of formal policies
appears to be critical to aid individuals in balancing work and family domains over and
above the presence of family-friendly policies.
More recently, O’Driscoll et al. (2003) examined how the self-reported
availability and use of formal organizational incentives aimed at being “familysupportive” related to psychological strain. In addition, they assessed the employees’
perceptions of support of the organization and of supervisors for utilizing these practices
in relation to psychological strain. O’Driscoll et al. (2003) found family-supportive
organizational perceptions to mediate the effects of use of family policies on both work
interference with family and family interference with work. That is, the use of policies
was related to work-family interference, but through perceptions that the organization
was “family-supportive”, suggesting that in order for formal family friendly policies to be
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effective, the perceptions of organizational support must be in place. In addition,
supervisor support significantly interacted with work interference with family to predict
psychological strain such that when work interference with family was high, high
perceptions of supervisor support were associated with lower levels of strain than low
perceptions of supervisor support. This effect was not seen at low levels of work-family
interference, as supervisor support had no effect on psychological strain.
The utilization of organizational resources has also been studied by Thompson
and Prottas (2005), who proposed a model where perceived control is the mechanism
through which formal, organizational work-family policies, perceptions of organizational,
supervisor, and co-worker support for work-family balance, and job autonomy predicted
work and family attitudes and well-being. Results revealed that the availability of workfamily policies had small, if any, effects on work and family outcomes (turnover
intention, job satisfaction, stress, life satisfaction, family satisfaction, positive spill-over
from work to family and vice versa, work-family conflict) when included in models with
perceptions of emotional support. However, perceptions of support from organizations,
supervisors, and co-workers were highly related to the outcomes in these models. In
addition, when perceived organizational support was entered into models where
availability of family-friendly benefits had originally been predictive, family-friendly
benefits no longer predicted the outcomes, providing further support of perceptions that
organizational support should be in place in order for family-friendly policies to have
beneficial effects (Thompson & Prottas, 2005). Nonetheless, the results were from crosssectional data, making causal connections difficult.
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A recent study went beyond that of past studies use of cross-sectional data and
examined the longitudinal effects of the use of resources in work and family domains and
their effects on job and family satisfaction through family interference with work and
work interference with family (Brough, O’Driskoll, & Kalliath, 2005). The authors
examined organizational resources (e.g. family-friendly policies, flexible work hours,
general support to meet family demands) as buffers between work-family conflict and
negative outcomes over time. They also assessed the effects that these resources have as
buffers on work and family satisfaction over time, and the differential effects these
resources have in terms of how they affect the direction of work-family interference, that
is, work interference with family (WFI) or family interference with work (FWI).
Using structural equation modeling techniques to better assess possible causal
models, Brough et al. (2005) found that the use of workplace resources at time 1
predicted family and job satisfaction at time 2. In terms of well-being, WFI at time 2
negatively predicted job satisfaction but not family satisfaction at time 2, and FWI at time
2 negatively predicted family satisfaction but not work satisfaction at time 2, suggesting
that individuals report a lack of satisfaction with domains from which they perceive
interference arises. However, it is useful to note that the authors did not assess the
opposite direction of causality in their analyses (i.e. that satisfaction in the domains
predicted FWI or WFI), and suggest future research to examine such hypotheses (Brough
et al. 2005).
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Resources in the Family Domain
Beyond the impact of formal policies and perceptions of supervisor and
organizational support in the workplace, research has also examined the influence of
support in the family domain on work and family interactions. As previously mentioned,
Brotheridge and Lee (2005) measured social support in the workplace, but additionally
measured general social support from the non-work domain (i.e. friend and family
sources). Again with the use of structural equation modeling, results demonstrated
support from family predicted well-being as low amounts of home overload (role
overload experienced in the family domain), marital distress, and intention to leave the
marriage, more so than support from friends. In addition, home overload indirectly
predicted intention to leave the marriage through perceptions of marital distress. Crossdomain effects were again found to be mediated through work-family conflict, although
effects of family onto work were not as strong as cross-over effects of work onto family.
Specifically, home overload predicted family interference with work, which weakly
predicted job distress but not work overload or intention to leave the workplace. The
authors conclude, however, that family support has the potential to help buffer against
negative outcomes in the family domain.
The influences of “family climate for sharing concerns” and “family climate for
making sacrifices” were also examined by Kossek et al. (2001). Recall that a climate for
sharing concerns is one where individuals feel free to discuss work concerns in the family
domain, and a climate for making sacrifices is one where employees are encouraged in
the family role to make sacrifices to perform in the work role. Family climate for sharing
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did not predict work-family conflict, but a family climate of sacrifice did positively
predict bi-directional work-family conflict (work interference with family and family
interference with work). Moreover, the two types of climate did not correlate with each
other, leading to speculation that individuals feel they can discuss their work while at
home without feeling the need to make sacrifices in the family domain to improve
performance in the workplace.
The type of support provided by family can differ along many dimensions. This
issue was addressed by Lapierre and Allen (2006), who categorized family resources as
instrumental assistance (e.g. relieving the employee of home-related responsibilities) and
emotional sustenance (e.g. listening to employee’s concerns and providing
encouragement). The differential effects of these resources on time-based family
interference with work (time in one role causes conflict due to time taken away from
another role), and strain-based family interference with work (stressors in one role take
energy away needed to meet expectation in the other role) were examined. Instrumental
assistance was negatively related to time- and strain-based family interference with work,
but not to physical or affective well-being. Emotional sustenance did not relate to any
type of work-family conflict, but was related to physical well-being. However, the data
were once again cross-sectional, making it difficult test casual models of the availability
and use of resources in work and family domains predicting physical and emotional wellbeing.
As noted earlier Brough et al. (2005) assessed the use of resources in family
domains and their effects on job and family satisfaction through family interference with
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work and work interference with family. The authors examined social/family resources
(e.g. sharing household chores, distribution of domestic responsibilities, friends) as
buffers of the connection between work-family conflict and negative outcomes. To
assess potential causal models, structural equation modeling techniques allowed the
authors to conclude the use of family resources at time 1 predicted family satisfaction at
time 2, but there were no relationships between family resources and family interference
with work or work interference with family. Thus the resources in the work domain (as
described earlier) were more robust predictors than family resources. However, this
finding could be a function of the measure of family resources and its ability to measure
not just use, but also availability. Respondents were asked to indicate the frequency of
use for different resources. If more resources were available in the work domain than the
family domain, it would follow that work resources would be better predictors than
family resources. Therefore, it would be useful to control for the availability of different
resources when examining the effects of their frequency of use. The current study will
measure both availability and use of resources in order to obtain a better picture of the
relationships between resources and various outcomes.
Work-Family Resources and Job Performance
In the literature on work and family interactions, there is somewhat of a deficit in
the examination of how the interactions of the two domains affect individuals’ ability to
perform in the workplace, although there are a handful of researchers who have attempted
to assess these relationships. For example, the indirect effect of family role commitment,
to both marital and parental roles, on work performance was recently examined (Graves,
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Ohlott, & Ruderman, 2007). The authors assessed the relationship between these
variables through three possible mediators, family-to-work interference (where
experiences in the family domain conflict with the energy needed to perform in the work
domain), family-to-work enhancement (experiences in the family domain enhance or
improve the ability to perform in the work domain), and psychological strain. Using
coworker ratings of performance, models with good fit found marital commitment to not
have a direct effect on performance, but did predict performance through a negative
relationship with interference, which negatively predicted performance. In addition,
marital role commitment had indirect positive effects on life satisfaction and indirect
negative effects on psychological strain through family-to-work enhancement, suggesting
the importance of mediating effects of subjective experiences of work and family
interactions. Finally, parental involvement was found to directly predict higher
performance, as well as life satisfaction.
Using a different type of methodology, Keene and Reynolds (2005) suggested that
individuals experience few effects of family demands negatively affecting their selfreported job performance. Specifically, the majority of respondents in the study (73%)
reported no effect of family demands on job performance. Nonetheless, women (32%)
were significantly more likely than men (17%) to report family demands affecting their
job performance. However, the performance measures were self-report, and metaanalytic techniques have found self-reported performance to be marginally related to
supervisory ratings of performance (r =.35 when corrected for all possible artifacts, r =
.22 when corrected for sampling error) (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988). Moreover, higher
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correlations were found between supervisor ratings and peer ratings than either of these
types of ratings with self ratings of performance. Thus, the use of supervisory ratings
would allow for more accurate interpretation of these current study’s results. In addition,
having an external source of performance ratings will strengthen the current study’s
design that incorporates multiple self-report variables.
The effects of work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict on customer
service task performance and extra-role customer service performance has been
examined. Netemeyer, Maxham and Pullig (2005) asked employees’ supervisors to rate
their in-role customer performance (performance required of the job) and their extra-role
customer performance (performance that went above and beyond what is required of the
job) and obtained customer ratings of employee performance in the form of intent to
make a purchase. Using structural equation modeling techniques, both family-to-work
conflict and work-to-family conflict were found to have a direct effect on extra-role
customer performance, as well as powerful indirect effects on in-role customer
performance, extra-role customer performance, and intent to purchase as rated by
customers. Customer satisfaction is critical to any organization’s bottom line, so in
showing these relationships, Netemeyer et al. (2005) have provided evidence that
alleviating work-family conflict has the potential to increase profits for organizations.
Thus empirical research does suggest a strong influence of work and family interactions
onto job performance, making the need for balancing work and family responsibilities
even more important for organizations effectiveness.
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Research surrounding the effects of the use of work and family resources on work
performance has also been limited, with a few exceptions. Perry-Smith and Blum (2000)
measured the effects of work-family human resource bundles, defined as “a group of
complementary, highly related and, in some cases, overlapping human resource polices
that may help employees manage nonwork roles (p. 1107)” on three types of expert
ratings (by personnel directors) of firm-level performance: perceived organizational
performance, perceived market performance, and increased in profits and sales over the
past 12 months. The variables of interest came from the National Organizations Survey,
a study by the Survey Research Laboratory of the University of Illinois that conducted
interviews with personnel directors of 527 firms (Perry-Smith & Blum, 2000). The
presence of these human resource bundles was associated with higher ratings of firmlevel performance, as assessed by personnel directors.
A similar study, again using archival data collected by a human resource
consulting firm and a research firm, found a positive relationship between the number of
work-life programs offered and performance (Konrad & Mangel, 2000). Human resource
executives were sent questionnaires where they indicated the presence of particular workfamily initiatives in their company (e.g. daycare, extended maternity leave, flextime, jobsharing), which was then converted into the sum of programs offered by an organization a work-life index (WLI). Performance was indicated by sales per employee and was
provided in a separate archival database (Konrad & Mangel, 2000). Although the WLI
did not have a main effect on performance, it did interact with percentage of professional
employees and percentage of women in the organization to predict performance.
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Specifically, organizations with a higher percentage of professional employees and those
with a higher percentage of women employees had a strong relationship between WLI
and productivity.
Kossek et al. (2001) assessed how decisions made about dependent care and the
climate of work and family domains related to individuals’ perceptions of work
performance. Remember from a previous section that climate for sacrifice is one in
which individuals are encouraged to make sacrifices in one role for responsibilities in
another role, whereas a climate for sharing concerns is one where individuals are
encouraged to share concerns of one role while working in the other. Results suggested
that a work climate for sacrificing in the family domain for work responsibilities
negatively predicted perceptions of work performance, as well as well-being, whereas a
work climate for sharing concerns about the family positively predicted perceptions of
work performance and well-being. In addition, family climate of sacrifice had no effect
on perceptions of work performance, whereas a family climate of sharing positively
predicted perceptions of work performance and well-being.
Although job performance has been assessed through various means (e.g. selfreports, coworker ratings), supervisor ratings are not a common source used in workfamily research methodologies. One study, however, recently used supervisor ratings to
assess performance (Witt & Carlson, 2006). The authors examined influences on
performance from family-to-work in both positive (enhancing) and negative (conflicting)
ways, as well as from perceptions of general organizational support (not specifically
work-family support). Not surprisingly, work-to-family conflict did not predict
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performance although family-to-work conflict did. In addition, family-to-work conflict
interacted with conscientiousness to predict performance in that under low levels of
family-to-work conflict, high conscientious people had the highest levels of performance.
However under high levels of family-to-work conflict, conscientiousness had no effect on
performance. There was also a significant interaction between family-to-work conflict
and perceived organizational support in that when family-to-work conflict was high, high
levels of perceived organizational support predicted performance, yet when family-towork conflict was low, job performance was high regardless of perceived organizational
support (Witt & Carlson, 2006). Thus the results suggest that perceptions of general
organizational support can serve as one resource that can alleviate effects of family-towork conflict on job performance.
Work-Family Resources and Family Performance
Research on work and family interactions has tended to exclude performance in
the family domain (Kossek et al., 2001). This is surprising given the wide recognition of
spill-over effects from work onto family. In fact, Kosek et al. (2001) pointed out that
although performance in the family domain has the potential to influence outcomes in
both work and family domains, it has not been examined in managerial studies. As
mentioned in the previous section, the authors assessed how decisions made about
dependent care and the climate of work and family domains affected individuals’
perceptions of work and family performance (Kossek et al., 2001). Again, a climate for
sacrifice is one in which individuals are encouraged to make sacrifices in one role for
responsibilities in another role, whereas a climate for sharing concerns is one where
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individuals are encouraged to share concerns of one role while working in the other. The
authors found a work climate for sacrificing in the family domain for work
responsibilities negatively predicted perceptions of family performance, as well as wellbeing, whereas a work climate for sharing concerns about the family had no effect on
family performance. In addition, a family climate of sacrifice positively predicted
perceptions of family performance but negatively predicted well-being, whereas a family
climate of sharing positively predicted perceptions of family performance (indicated on
multiple items) and well-being.
Many questions arise when considering the assessment of performance in the
family domain. How do researchers operationally define family performance as a
criterion? Is it defined by how happy one’s children or spouse is, or by their own
satisfaction with their family? The criterion problem is often discussed in organizational
selection where tests and measures used as selection tools are validated by their
predictive ability regarding job performance. Specifically, researchers are concerned
with the best possible assessment of performance given the constraints of data collection.
Depending on self-reports of organizational performance can have the potential to lead to
inflated ratings compared to supervisor ratings of performance (Murphy & Cleveland,
1995). When assessing family performance, the criterion problem is also an issue that
needs to be addressed. Although use of sources other than self-report of family
performance (e.g. spousal perceptions, child well-being) would be more beneficial to
understanding this construct, the current methodology does not lend to such assessment
as neither spouses nor children were present at the data collection time periods.
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Therefore, individuals’ perceptions of their performance in the family domain was
assessed.
There are no published studies found to date that examine the effects of using
family resources and work resources on supervisory ratings of work performance and
self-ratings of family performance across time. The current study aims to better
understand how resources in work and family domains aid performance in each of the
domains. This study allows for the examination of not only how work resources predict
work performance and how family resources predict family performance, but also the
examination of cross-over effects, in that I examined how work resources predict family
performance, and how family resources will predict work performance. In addition, the
current study will contribute to the literature through examination of how these resources
allow individuals to better function or perform in the family role. Finally, assessments
will be conducted over time, in order to strengthen the possibility of more causal
influences.
Predicted Model and Hypotheses
The current study proposes a model in which work resources and family resources
will predict bi-directional work-family conflict and work-family enhancement,
organizational outcomes (job performance, intention to leave, organizational
commitment, job satisfaction, and absenteeism), well-being outcomes (quality of life,
stress), and family outcomes (family performance, marital satisfaction, and family
satisfaction). Figure 1 depicts this overall hypothesized model.
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Research has provided support for beneficial effects of policies and benefits
aimed at balancing work and family (e.g. Goldberg et al., 1989; Grover & Crooker, 1995;
Glass & Finley, 2002). Therefore hypothesis 1a predicts that the availability of familyfriendly policies and benefits will be related to organizational, well-being, and family
outcomes.
H1a) The availability of family friendly policies and benefits will be positively
related over time to work performance, organizational commitment, job
satisfaction, work-family enhancement, quality of life, family performance,
marital satisfaction, and family satisfaction, and negatively related to intention to
leave the organization, absenteeism, and work-family conflict over time.
In addition, the effects of use of family-friendly policies and benefits will be
examined, as research has shown that although policies are put in place in organizations,
they are often not implemented (e.g. McDonald et al., 2004). Thus, hypothesis 1b
predicts that use of family friendly policies and benefits will predict over and above the
availability of family friendly policies and benefits.
H1b) The use of family friendly policies and benefits will be positively related
over time to work performance, organizational commitment, job satisfaction,
work-family enhancement, quality of life, family performance, marital
satisfaction, and family satisfaction, and negatively related over time to intention
to leave the organization, absenteeism, and work-family conflict over and above
the availability of family friendly polices and benefits.
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In addition to the benefits of formal policies in the workplace, evidence has
suggested that emotional support from supervisors and the overall organization for
balancing work and family responsibilities is important for employees’ well-being and
performance (e.g. Allen, 2001; Kossek et al., 2001; Lapierre & Allen, 2006). Based on
past research, hypothesis 2a predicts that perceptions of supervisor and organizational
support for work-family balance will be related to organizational, well-being, and family
outcomes.
H2a) Perceptions of supervisor and organizational support for work-family
balance will be positively related over time to work performance, organizational
commitment, job satisfaction, work-family enhancement, quality of life, family
performance, marital satisfaction, and family satisfaction, and negatively related
over time to intention to leave the organization, absenteeism, and work-family
conflict.
More recent research suggests that in order for formal policies and benefits to be
effective, supervisors and the organization need to be supportive of their use (e.g.
O’Driskoll et al., 2003; Thompson & Prottas, 2005). Therefore hypothesis 2b predicts
that the availability of family-friendly policies and benefits will predict organizational,
well-being, and family outcomes through perceptions of support from supervisors and the
organization.
H2b) The effects of availability of family friendly policies and benefits will be
mediated over time by supervisor and organizational support to positively predict
work performance, organizational commitment, job satisfaction, work-family
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enhancement, quality of life, family performance, marital satisfaction, and family
satisfaction, and negatively predict intention to leave the organization,
absenteeism, and work-family conflict over time.
Family resources, as defined as instrumental support and emotional sustenance,
have been found to be beneficial to individuals in balancing work and family
responsibilities (e.g. Brough et al., 2005; Lapierre & Allen, 2006). Thus hypothesis 3
predicts that tangible and emotional support received in the family domain will predict
organizational, well-being, and family outcomes.
H3) Instrumental assistance and emotional sustenance will positively predict over
time work performance, organizational commitment, job satisfaction, work-family
enhancement, quality of life, family performance, marital satisfaction, and family
satisfaction, and negatively predict intention to leave the organization,
absenteeism, and work-family conflict over time.
In addition to finding beneficial effects of resources obtained in work and family
domains to balancing work and family responsibilities, evidence has also been provided
for mediating effects of perceptions of bi-directional work-family conflict and bidirectional work-family enhancement (Brotheridge & Lee, 2005; Brough et al., 2005;
Graves et al., 2007). Therefore, hypotheses 4a and 4b predict that work-family conflict
and work-family enhancement will mediate the relationships between the use of work and
family resources and organizational, well-being, and family outcomes.
H4a) The effects of work resources onto work performance, intention to leave,
organizational commitment, job satisfaction, absenteeism, quality of life, stress,
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family performance, marital satisfaction, and family satisfaction will be mediated
over time by work-to-family conflict and work-to-family enhancement.

H4b) The effects of family resources onto work performance, intention to leave,
organizational commitment, job satisfaction, absenteeism, quality of life, stress,
family performance, marital satisfaction, and family satisfaction will be mediated
over time by family-to-work conflict and family-to-work enhancement.
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CHAPTER 2
METHOD
Participants and Procedure
Participants were recruited from a large metropolitan hospital. In November,
2007, participants were given a description of the study, asked to sign a consent form,
and given the survey to assess the primary predictors and outcomes. All employees were
assigned a code in order to match up surveys given at time 2, as well as to match
supervisor ratings. The first round of data collection resulted in 401 participants with an
overall response rate of 52%. In April, 2008, the participants were asked again to fill out
the survey. The second round of data collection resulted in an N = 260 with a response
rate of 34%.
In addition, participants’ supervisors were asked to rate their performance levels
at roughly the same time employees were assessed for the second time. Supervisors were
given forms to rate both task and contextual performance. In order to uphold
confidentiality, supervisors received the rating forms with codes that represent the
employees. They also received a coding form that allowed them to match up the code
with their subordinates, which were collected back from the supervisors once they had
completed their ratings. The performance ratings were then matched up with employees’
survey using the assigned codes.
After merging data from Time 1, Time 2, and supervisor ratings of performance,
the final data set included 174 cases. Participants were 28% males and 72% females with
an average age of 40 (range: 20-68 years). Sixty-four percent of respondents were
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married or cohabitated with a significant other. Almost half (40%) of the participants had
one or more children under the age of 18 living in the home, and 22% of respondents had
at least one dependent other than a child living in the home (e.g. elder parent). Fiftyseven percent of the households were dual-earner and 94% of the respondents had at least
some college education. Participants had been in their current position for a mean of 7
years (range: 2 months - 46 years). Finally, 21% of respondents worked in the radiology
department, 9% in respiratory care, 12% in laboratory, 16% were pharmacy employees,
18% worked in administration, 23% were therapists (e.g. speech, occupational), and 2%
worked in the clinical business operations department.
Measures
Demographics. Demographic variables were assessed through a self-developed
questionnaire (see Appendix B). These variables included age, gender, marital status, (if
not married, then determined if in a long term relationship and/or cohabitating and the
total number of years for each), number and age of children living at home and not living
at home as well as other dependants (elder care), dual earner or single earner, education,
number of years with the organization, job level/type.
Availability and use of formal organizational family-friendly policies. Policies
available to employees were assessed using the Family Friendly Index (FFI) developed
by Galinsky, Friedman and Hernandez (1991, as cited by Kopelman, Prottas, Thompson,
& Jahn, 2006) and used by Kopelman et al. (2006), but modified for the current study
based on discussions with the Vice President of Human Resources. This checklist (see
Appendix C) was given to employees to determine what possible family-friendly policies
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and benefits they perceived to be available. In addition, the checklist was altered to
include categories of “use” and “effectiveness”, where employees were to indicate
whether or not they use the policies available to them, and how effective the employees
feel these policies are at helping them to balance work and family responsibilities.
Family-supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB). To measure supervisory support
of family, I used the scale developed by Hammer, Kossek, Yragui, Bodner, and Hanson
(2007, under review). The original 14 items assess perceptions of supervisor supportive
behaviors specific to work and family interactions in the dimensions of emotional
support, role model, instrumental support, and proactive integration (thinking about how
work-life can be integrated with organizational and HR systems). In order to reduce the
time spent on the survey, four items were chosen to include in the survey based on factor
loadings. Participants are asked to indicate their agreement on a 5-point scale to items
such as “My supervisor works effectively with workers to creatively solve conflicts
between work and nonwork” (see Appendix D). A reliability coefficient of .94 was
reported by Hammer et al. (2007), with individual subscale reliabilities ranging from .73 .90. The authors of this scale also report evidence of criterion-related validity predicting
WFC, turnover intentions, work-to-family positive spillover and job satisfaction, as well
as convergent and discriminant validity, and incremental validity over and above a
general measure of supervisor support (Hammer et al, 2007).
Family-Supportive Organizational Perceptions (FSOP). The current study used
Allen’s (2001) FSOP scale. Item and exploratory factor analysis yielded 14 items with
the stem “To what extent do you agree that each of the following statements represent the
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philosophy or beliefs of your organization” with the prompt to not refer to their own
philosophies or beliefs, but those of their organization. For the sake of time, four items
were used in the current study. The participants indicated agreement on a 5-point scale to
items such as “Work should be the primary priority in a person’s life” (reverse scored)
and “The ideal employee is the one who is available 24 hours a day.” (see Appendix E).
Allen (2001) reported a coefficient alpha of .91 for the original 14 items. In addition,
FSOP has been found to predict work-family conflict, affective commitment, and job
satisfaction (Allen, 2001).
Perceived support from family members. To measure support received in the
family domain, I used the Family Support Inventory for Workers (King, et al., 1995).
The original measure included 44 items to assess emotional sustenance, or behaviors that
provide the employee with “encouragement, understanding, attention and positive regard,
and guidance with problem-solving (p. 237)”, and instrumental assistance, or behaviors
and attitudes that “reflect willingness to share household tasks, to actively relieve the
employee of undue responsibility for other family obligations or duties, and to structure
family life to accommodate the employee’s work schedule or job requirements (p. 237)”.
However, the current study limited the measure down to the 8 items with the highest
item-total correlations (4 emotional sustenance, 4 instrumental assistance) to assess
family support (see Appendix F). Respondents indicated agreement on a 5-point scale
(e.g. “My family members are interested in my job.” “Members of my family help me
with routine household tasks”). Internal consistencies were reported as .95 for emotional
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sustenance and .93 for instrumental assistance for the original 44 items (King et al.,
1995).
Work-family conflict. Work-family conflict was measured with an 8 item measure
altered from a 12 item measure used by Frone and Yardley (1996) assessing bidirectional work-family conflict. That is, 4 items assessed work interference with family
(WFC) (e.g. “My job or career keeps me away from the amount of time I would like to
spend with my family.”) and 4 items assessed family interference with work (FWC) (e.g.
“My personal demands are so great that it takes away from my work.”) (see Appendix
G). Agreement was indicated on a 7-point scale. Frone and Yardley (1996) reported
internal consistencies of .87 for WFC and .79 for FWC, and found both FWC and WFC
to predict perceptions of importance of family friendly programs in the workplace. More
recently, Brough et al. (2005) reported average internal consistencies of .92 for WFC and
.88 for FWC.
Work-family enhancement. To measure work-family enhancement, a newly
developed measure was used that has been tested with both exploratory factor analysis
and confirmatory factor analysis, and has demonstrated convergent and divergent validity
(Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne, & Grzywacz, 2006). Specifically, convergent validity was
illustrated with substantial (e.g. .40-.65) correlations with positive work-family spillover,
and divergent validity was established by showing non-significant relationships of the
dimensions with work-family conflict.
The measure consists of 18 items that make up two dimensions: work to family
enhancement (WFE) (development or resource gains of knowledge, behaviors, and skills;

35

affect or mood and attitude gains; and capital or resource gains of fulfillment, selfesteem, and security) and family to work enhancement (FWE) (development, affect,
efficiency). To conserve time, the 8 items with the highest factor loadings were used (4
work-to-family, 4 family-to-work; see Appendix H). Respondents indicated agreement
on a 5 point scale with items prompted by “My involvement in my work…(e.g. helps me
to gain knowledge and this helps me be a better family member; makes me cheerful and
this helps me be a better family member)” and “My involvement in my family …(e.g.
helps me acquire skills and this helps me be a better worker; requires me to avoid wasting
time at work and this helps me be a better worker)”. Internal validities are reported as .92
for the 9 work items, .86 for the 9 family items, and .92 for the full scale.
Job performance. The current study used supervisor ratings of performance.
Often, as mentioned above, the use of self-ratings of performance are correlated with
work-family variables. However, self-reports have the potential for measurement bias,
particular same-method variance (Witt & Carlson, 2006). Supervisor ratings have been
shown to provide assessment of individuals’ performance more closely related to coworker ratings than self-ratings (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1996), and therefore were taken
advantage of for the current study.
Because the current sample consisted of a wide variety of employees (e.g. lab
employees, medical imaging employees, occupational therapists), I used a global measure
of performance. Supervisors were asked to compare each employee’s performance to
that of all other employees. Sixteen items tapped into both task or in-role performance
(e.g. “adequately completes assigned duties”) and contextual performance (e.g. “tries to
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help and support coworkers”), (Appendix I). The 4 task, in-role performance items were
chosen from Williams and Anderson (1991) based on factor loadings, with the items
chosen to yielding a reliability coefficient of .94. The remaining 10 contextual items
were developed for the current study based on interviews with the human resource
department as well as factors of performance determined by Motowildo, Packard, and
Manning (1986), resulting in the categories: organizational/coworker support, teamwork,
and conscientious performance.
Intention to leave. Intention to leave was defined in the current study as occurring
when “the employee decides to leave the organization at some unspecified point in the
future” (Sager, Griffeth, & Hom, 1998, p. 255). This definition is based on a model
proposed by Mobley (1977, as cited in Sager et al., 1998), where the construct “thinking
of quitting” is directly related to “intention to search”, which is directly related to
“intention to quit” or intention to leave, which is related to turnover. Three items were
used to evaluate thoughts and intentions to leave the organization developed by Chapman
(1991), (e.g. “I would prefer another more ideal job than the one I now work in”.)
Chapman noted a principle components analysis of the measure yielded one factor. In
addition, I added a fourth item to assess a more behavioral component of intention to
leave, “I am presently seeking to change jobs” (see Appendix J). Respondents indicated
their agreement with the statements on a five-point Likert scale.
Organizational Commitment. Allen and Meyer’s (1990, 1996) Affective
Commitment Scale was used to measure organizational commitment. Affective
commitment was chosen because it refers to involvement and attachment to a company.
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That is, an employee remains with the company because he or she wants. The scale
includes 4 of the original 6 items with which employees indicated their degree of
agreement or disagreement. This scale is given in Appendix K.
Median reliability across two versions of the scale has been found to be .85. Testretest reliabilities have been found to be within acceptable ranges for employees given
the survey at 1 month or more after entry into the organization, .66 to .94 (Allen &
Meyer, 1996). The authors note that the highest reliability occurs when the measure is
administered at or after the latter part of newcomers’ first year in an organization. Allen
and Meyer (1996) also note that factor analytic results and patterns of correlations
between their commitment scales and other variables support the construct validity of the
scale.
Job satisfaction. Two items from the Michigan Organizational Assessment
Questionnaire (Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 1979) and 2 items from a 3-item
scale developed by Friedman and Greenhaus (2001) were used to measure global job
satisfaction. Respondents indicated agreement on a 7 point scale to items about their job
(e.g. “All in all, I am satisfied with my job.”). Internal consistency has been established
as reported by Brough et al. (2005) at .89 for the Cammann et al. (1979) scale, and as
reported by Friedman and Greenhaus (2001) for their scale at .87. The scale is given in
Appendix L.
Quality of life. Quality of life was measured with a scale developed by Quinn and
Sheppard (1974). Four items with opposite anchors were presented to participants asking
them to describe “how they feel about their present life” (e.g. boring-interesting, hard-
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easy, tied down-free, empty-full; see Appendix M). The participants responded on a 5point Likert scale where 1 represents the negative phrase and 5 represents the positive
phrase. Greenhaus, Collins, and Shaw (2003) reported an alpha coefficient of .83 for this
scale.
Stress. Stress was measured with a shortened version of the 14-item Perceived
Stress Scale, or PSS (Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983). Participants indicated on
a 4-point Likert scale how often they have felt or thought a certain way (see Appendix N)
for four items. The 4 items were used by Cohen et al. (1983) to predict the maintenance
of smoking cessation after treatment and chosen based on item-total correlations.
Examples of items include “In the last month, how often have you found that you could
not cope with all the things that you had to do?” and "In the last month, how often have
you felt that you were on top of things.” Past research has found the coefficient alpha
reliability to be about .84-.86 and the test-retest correlation to range from .55 to .85
(Cohen et al., 1983) for the 14 items scale, and reliability to be .72 and the test-retest
correlation to be .55 for the 4 item scale.
Family performance. Four items from a 5-item measure used by Kossek et al.
(2001) to measure perceptions of family performance were used for the current study.
Agreement to the items was indicated on a 7-point scale (e.g. “I am viewed by my family
as doing an exceptional job at home.” “My family thinks what I do at home is
outstanding”). Internal reliability is reported at .90. Items are listed in Appendix O.
Marital Satisfaction. The Quality of Marriage Index (Norton, 1983) was used to
assess global perceptions of marital satisfaction. Respondents indicated agreement with 4
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items on a scale of 1-7 (e.g. “We have a good marriage”). One of the original items was
dropped due to lack of space and was judged to be redundant. Internal consistency for
the original 6 items has been reported at .98 (Karney & Bradbury, 1997). Items are listed
in Appendix P.
Family Satisfaction. Family satisfaction was measured with 4 items for job
satisfaction with wording changed to reflect satisfaction with family. One item was
dropped due to potential of response skewness (“In general, I don’t like my family.”)
Thus two items are taken Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire
(Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 1979) and two items were developed by
Friedman and Greenhaus (2000). Respondents indicated agreement on a 7 point scale to
items about their job (e.g. “All in all, I am satisfied with my family.”). Internal
consistency has been established for the full scale as reported by Brough et al. (2005) at
.90 for the Cammann et al. (1979) scale, and as reported by Friedman and Greenhaus
(2000) for their scale at .86. The scale is given in Appendix Q.
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CHAPTER 3
RESULTS
All data were initially screened for univariate outliers using estimates of skewness
and kurtosis, as well as multivariate outliers with estimates of Mahalanobis Distance.
Although a few items showed the potential for concern, no cases were deemed substantial
enough to delete before evaluation of the measurement model. In addition, a small
percentage of data was missing (<1%), therefore requiring the imputation of this data
using EM methods in order to conduct structural equation modeling techniques. Finally,
because the sample size was N = 176, I was unable to include the outcome of marital
satisfaction in any of the models. This would have required a comparison of married
versus non-married samples and the low sample size would not have allowed for such
comparisons in structural equation modeling.
Because supervisor ratings of performance were collected, there was concern the
data may be nested within groups by supervisor. That is, the data needed to be examined
to see if employee ratings performance were dependant on the supervisor. This was
accomplished by calculating the Inter-Class Correlation (ICC). The ICC was found to be
relatively high (r = .39). Therefore the performance data were mean centered by
supervisor, or group-mean centered, for data analysis.
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Measured Variables
The ranges, means, standard deviations, and Alpha levels (where appropriate) for
the measured variables at time 1 are reported in Table 1 (all tables appear in Appendix S).
Several variables differed significantly from Time 1 to Time 2. Specifically, FSOP,
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WFE, and FWE slightly decreased across time while FWC slightly increased. For these
variables, the means, standard deviations, and Alpha levels are provided in parentheses in
Table 1. All predictor means at Time 1 were above the midpoint of their respective
scales. While the mean of WFC was slightly above the midpoint, FWC was below the
scale midpoint and both WFE and FWE are above the midpoint. Organizational
outcomes were found to be in positive directions as job satisfaction and organizational
commitment were high and intentions to leave were low. Well-being also was high in
that participants reported high levels of quality of life and low levels of perceived stress.
Both family satisfaction and family performance were well above the midpoint. Finally,
all dimensions of performance were generally rated high by supervisors.
Table 2 provides correlations among all measured predictor variables at Time 1
and outcome variables at Time 2. Work resources used to balance work and family
responsibilities were predictive of various organizational, family, and well-being
outcomes. Although the availability of organizational benefits did not strongly predict
organizational, family, or well-being outcomes, their availability was marginally related
to FWC and perceptions of family performance. As expected, however, FSSB was
highly related to WFC, FWC, WFE, job satisfaction, intention to leave, organizational
commitment, task performance, organizational support performance, and conscientious
performance, and marginally related to FWE and teamwork performance. FSOP was also
found to be highly related to WFC, WFE, and job satisfaction, and marginally related to
FWC, FWE, and perceptions of family performance. Resources used in the family
domain to balance work and family responsibilities also predicted organizational, family,
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and well-being outcomes. Not surprisingly, emotional family support highly predicted
organizational commitment, quality of life, perceived stress, and family satisfaction.
Instrumental family support, however, was highly predictive of WFC, FWC, quality of
life, perceived stress, family satisfaction, and family performance.
Table 2 provides correlations among variables measured at Time 1. Some of the
more notable relationships to point out include FSSB being highly related to WFE, job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and intention to leave. In addition, WFC and
WFE were both highly related to job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
intention to leave. Both emotional and instrumental family support were strongly related
to family satisfaction and family performance. Table 3 provides correlations among
Time 2 variables. Again, FSSB was highly predictive of job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, and intention to leave. However, FSOP was also found to be highly
predictive of those same variables, much more so than the relationships between FSOP
and organizational outcomes at Time 1. In addition, both emotional and instrumental
family support were again strongly related to family satisfaction and family performance
at Time 2.
Although the correlational results were consistent with many of the proposed
hypotheses, structural equation modeling techniques were used to test the major
hypotheses, given the strengths of this analytical technique in terms of controlling for
measurement error and simultaneously considering multiple predictors and outcomes.
Data were analyzed with the software program EQS. Fit indices recommended by Kline
(2005) were applied to test model fit. First, the measurement model was assessed.
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Figure 2 (Appendix R) illustrates a portion of the proposed measurement model, where
all parameters were freely estimated in order to obtain a baseline model. This baseline
model was examined for overall fit as well as indicators of misfit through examination of
the LaGrange Multiplier (LM) test, adequate loadings for each factor, and absence of
error covariances among indicators.
Once the baseline model was established, I then tested for measurement
invariance across time. This was accomplished by comparing the chi-square of a model
without equality constraints on the factor loadings to the chi-square of a model with
equality constraints on the factor loadings (often referred to as a test of tau equivalence).
In doing so, running a LM test provided the information to examine whether any items
did not load on their respective factors equally across time.
Once the measurement model was assessed, structural path analysis was used to
test the proposed model in Figure 1. Because of the longitudinal methods employed in
the current study, more support can be provided for testing the potential causal
relationships between Time 1 and Time 2 variables. Therefore, work resources at Time 1
(policies and benefits, FSSB, and FSOP) and family resources at Time 1 (support from
family) were treated as exogenous variables. The various dependant variables at Time 2 WFC, FWC, WFE, FWE, work performance, intention to leave, organizational
commitment, job satisfaction, quality of life, stress, family performance, and family
satisfaction were treated as endogenous variables in the model and were thus
hypothesized to result from work and family resources measured at Time 1.
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The proposed model of all direct effects between exogenous and endogenous
variables was conducted in order to determine fit indices. Specifically, I examined the
comparative fit index (CFI) and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA).
These fit indices help conclude that the proposed model implies variances and
covariances consistent with the actual observed variances and covariances.
Measurement Model
Baseline Models.
The total number of factors being estimated in the measurement model was
beyond the limit permitted with the statistical program. Therefore I was required to adopt
the following strategy:
1) Examine as many factors as possible in an initial model which included FSSB, WFC,
FWC, WFE, FEW, emotional family support, instrumental family support, and family
performance at both Time1 and Time2, therein resulting in 16 factors. The initial model
demonstrated relatively good fit to the data (CFI=.925, RMSEA = .04). However, after
examination of factor loadings, it was determined that the item FWC2 loaded poorly on
the FWC factor for both time periods (.34 at time 1 and .39 at time 2). In addition, both
items demonstrated high levels of kurtosis (6.09 at time 1 and 4.2 at time 2). Thus those
items were removed from the measurement model. The subsequent fit was also found to
be acceptable (CFI = .929 RMSEA = .04). The final factor loadings are reported in Table
5.
2) After acceptable levels of fit were achieved with the first model, the last two factors
entered were removed (Time 1 family performance and Time 2 family performance) and
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two new factors were introduced in the model (e.g. Time 1 FSOP and Time 2 FSOP).
Because they were entered into the model last, the family performance factors were
chosen to be replaced with subsequent variables. The critical point for this strategy was
to be able to keep a well established measurement model in place and determine that the
fit remained acceptable when new factors were added to the model. This allowed for
better identification of problems with subsequent factors added to the measurement
model as the original model examined in step 1 demonstrated good fit with the data.
3) Once acceptable fit with the data was again established with the two new factors, those
factors were then removed and replaced with another two new factors and the new
measurement model was ran. This process was conducted until all factors at both time
periods had been examined within a measurement model.
This analysis revealed issues with shared errors among several items as their
respective factors were added into the model, therein affecting how each model fit with
the data. That is, as new models were developed to examine new factors, fit was found to
be unacceptable due to shared errors among items. However, all shared errors were
among items within the same factors. Thus error covariances were added to account for
those shared errors, which improved the overall fit of the measurement model. These
items included work-family enhancement items three and four, job satisfaction items two
and three, family-supportive supervisor behaviors items one and two, family satisfaction
items one and two, intention to leave items three and four, and perceived stress items one
and four. Finally, the performance scale (made up of 4 factors) had to have two items
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eliminated, due to low factor loadings (<.35), in order to achieve acceptable fit, and four
error covariances were added among items within the scale.
The initial fit of the models before the changes described above resulted in CFI
estimates ranging from .88 to .90 and RMSEA estimates ranging from .08 to .056. These
estimates were improved with these error covariance additions, with all estimates of CFI
reaching .92 or above and all estimates of RMSEA at .05 or lower. All additional factor
loadings for Time 1 variables are reported in Table 3.
Measurement Invariance
Once acceptable fit was established for the measurement model, measurement
invariance was addressed. Specifically, factors were compared at Time 1 and Time 2 to
assess whether they were stable over measurement occasions. This was accomplished by
imposing constraints on the paths leading from factors to their respective indicators at
both time periods to compare if the paths were significantly different from one another.
Only 6 indicators revealed significant measurement variance out of 72 total indicators:
FWC item 1 (chi-square = 4.2), FSSB item 1 (chi-square = 4.07), emotional family
support item 3 (chi-square = 5.27), family performance item 4 (chi-square = 4.88),
intention to leave item 1 (chi-square = 6.86) and intention to leave item 3 (chi-square =
5.16). Because these paths are significantly different from time 1 to time 2, the time 2
factor loadings are reported in parentheses after time 1 loadings in Table 2.
Structural Model
Three structural models were conducted to test hypotheses 1a, 2a, 3, 4a, and 4b.
Due to issues with the measure of family policy use, I was not able to test hypothesis 1b.
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Feedback from participants and subsequent review of completed surveys revealed that
some participants indicated they would use some policies while not indicating the policy
was available. Therefore I concluded that because the wording of the measure was not
clear, some participants did not realize they could potentially indicate use and availability
of policies. Thus only the availability measure was used to test the hypotheses.
Description of the Structural Models
The first structural model included Time 1 benefits availability, Time 1 FSSB,
and Time 1 FSOP as predictors of Time 2 WFC, FWC, WFE, FWE, family satisfaction,
job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to leave, quality of life, perceived
stress, family performance, and supervisor ratings of task performance, organizational
support performance, teamwork performance, and conscientious performance. The
model revealed acceptable fit (CFI = .92, RMSEA = .04). All path coefficients are listed
in Table 6. Tests of individual hypotheses are listed by hypothesis in the next section.
The second structural model included Time 1 emotional family support and Time
1 instrumental family support as predictors of Time 2 WFC, FWC, WFE, FWE, family
Satisfaction, Job Satisfaction, Organizational Commitment, Intention to Leave, Quality of
life, perceived stress, family performance, and supervisor ratings of task prformance,
organizational support performance, teamwork performance, and conscientious
performance. Acceptable fit was also obtained for this model (CFI = .904, RMSEA =
.05). Path coefficients are listed in Table 7.
The final structural model tested hypotheses 4a and 4b. One overall model was
conducted to examine the potential for mediating effects of WFC, FWC, WFE, and FWE
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on any significant relationships between Time 1 work or family resources and their
predicted Time 2 organizational, family, and well-being outcomes. All mediators tested
were from the Time 1 data collection period as they were treated as exogenous variables
in the structural model. This model also revealed acceptable fit (CFI = .920, RMSEA =
.04).
Hypothesis 1a.
The first structural model testing for the longitudinal effects of Time 1 resources
used in the work domain to balance work and family responsibilities revealed that
organizational benefits availability significantly predicted Time 2 family performance, as
well as supervisor ratings of conscientious performance (coefficients reported in Table 6).
However, no other Time 2 organizational, family, or well-being dependant variables.
Therefore hypothesis 1a was only partially supported.
Hypothesis 2a.
The first structural model revealed Time 1 FSSB significantly predicted Time 2
job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to leave, and supervisor ratings of
organizational support and conscientious performance, as well as FWC, WFE, and FWE
(see Table 6). Time 1 FSOP, however, only predicted Time 2 family performance and
WFC providing partial support for hypothesis 2a. Thus it appears in the current study
that having a supervisor who demonstrates supportive behaviors of work-family balance
(FSSB) is a stronger predictor of organizational outcomes than perceptions of
organizational support (FSOP), whereas perceptions of a supportive organization was a
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stronger predictor of more family domain variables (e.g. family performance, WFC) than
having a supportive supervisor.
Hypothesis 2b.
Because EQS does not allow for tests of specific indirect effects and only
combined indirect effects (an omnibus test), specific indirect tests were conducted using
the Sobel test. To test for mediation of Time1 FSOP on the relationship between Time 1
Benefits and Time 2 supervisor ratings of conscientious performance, the path
coefficients from benefits to FSSB (.083), and FSSB to the conscientious performance
(.091) were multiplied to obtain the mediating effect (ME) of .0076 with a standard error
(SE) of .00589. The resulting Z statistic, from the ratio of the mediating effect to the
standard error, is 1.28, ns. Thus Time 1 FSSB did not have a mediating effect on the
prediction of Time 2 supervisor ratings of conscientious performance from Time 1
organizational benefits. In other words, it was not necessary to have a supervisor one
perceives as supportive for benefits to affect conscientious performance.
Because it was also predicted that Time 1 FSOP would mediate significant
relationships between Time 1 Benefits and Time 2 organizational, family, and well-being
outcomes, I also tested for these mediational effects. Specifically, the next mediation
tested was for Time 1 FSOP to mediate the relationship between Time 1 benefits and
Time 2 supervisor ratings of conscientious performance. The resulting mediating effect
was .0024, SE = .0028, with a Z statistic of .86, ns. Contrary to expectations, perceptions
of organizational support do not have to be present in the current sample in order for the
availability of benefits to predict conscientious performance.
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Mediation of FSSB and FSOP was also tested for the relationship between
benefits and family performance. The mediating effects of FSSB was .004, SE = .011
with a Z statistics of .38, ns. The mediating effect of FSOP was .003, SE = .003 with a Z
statistics of .915, ns. Therefore no support was found for hypothesis 2b.
Hypothesis 3
The second structural model tested the effects of Time 1 resources used in the
family domain to balance work and family responsibilities (Table 7). Time 1 emotional
family support significantly predicted Time 2 family satisfaction, organizational
commitment, and FWE. Time 1 instrumental family support significantly predicted Time
2 FWC. Family support in the form of emotional assistance was found to predict family,
organizational, and well-being outcomes over time, whereas family support in the form of
instrumental assistance was only able to predict family outcomes over time. Therefore
hypothesis 3 was partially supported.
Hypothesis 4a: Mediation effects of WFC and FWC
Recall that hypotheses 4a and 4B were tested with one model to examine the
potential for mediating effects of Time 1 WFC, FWC, WFE, and FWE on any significant
relationships between Time 1 work or family resources and their predicted Time 2
organizational, family, and well-being outcomes. The Sobel test was again used to test
for mediation effects of Time 1 WFC and FWC on those relationships between Time 1
work and family resources and their predicted Time 2 outcomes. Table 8 presents the
calculated mediating effects and standard errors, and resulting Z statistics. None of the
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predicted medational effects of WFC or FWC were found, providing no support for
hypothesis 4a.
Hypothesis 4b: Mediation effects of WFE and FWE
Table 9 provides the mediating effects, standard errors, and resulting Z statistics
of Time 1 WFE and FWE for those relationships found to be significant between Time 1
organizational and family resources and the predicted Time 2 organizational, family, and
well-being outcomes. Time 1 WFE was found to significantly mediate the relationship
between Time 1 FSSB and Time 2 organizational commitment as well as the relationship
between Time 1 FSSB and Time 2 intention to leave, indicating that within the current
sample, perceptions of supportive supervisor behaviors predicts perception of work-tofamily enhancement which in turn predicts commitment to the organizations and lower
intentions to leave the organization. Interestingly, Time 1 FWE was also found to have a
mediating effect on the same relationships. It seems that having a supportive supervisor
not only influences organizational commitment and intention to leave through
perceptions of work-to-family enhancement, but also through perceptions of family-towork enhancement.
Finally, Time 1 WFE significantly mediated the relationship between Time 1
FSSB and Time 2 supervisor ratings of organizational support performance. Thus it
appears that having perceptions of a supportive supervisor that predict work-to-family
enhancement also has a significant influence on supervisor ratings of performance aimed
at supporting the organization. No other significant mediations were obtained, therefore
only partial support was found for hypothesis 4b.
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION
The current study was conducted to better understand how the resources used in
work and family domains to manage work and family responsibilities predict employee
well-being and performance. This exploration was based on one dimension of Friedman
& Greenhaus’s (2000) model predicting the interactions between work and family, that of
resources in work and family domains. Specifically, I measured the perceived
availability of policies aimed to balance work and family in the work domain, perceptions
of work-family support from supervisors, overall organizational support of work and
family balance, and finally support from the family domain. In addition, I assessed the
effects these resources have over time on reactions, attitudes emotional experiences, and
competence in work and family domains as outlined by Friedman and Greenhaus (2000).
These reactions, attitudes, and emotional experiences were operationally defined as job
satisfaction, family satisfaction, quality of life, perceived stress, bi-directional workfamily conflict and work-family enhancement, as well as competence in work and family
domains, operationally defined as organizational commitment, intention to leave, job
performance and family performance.
In addition to assessing the effects of resources used in work and family domains,
longitudinal methods were used in order to strengthen the ability to draw more causal
conclusions from the study. One criticism of work-family research conducted up to this
point is the lack of longitudinal data, as well as a limitation of data from single sources
(Casper et al., 2007). Thus data were collected at two time periods in order to provide
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support for more causal conclusions. Additionally, supervisor ratings of performance
were also obtained.
The following discussion will first address the results in regard to the use of
organizational resources to balance work and family demands and the proposed
mediational roles of FSSB and FSOP. This will be followed with a discussion of the
results pertaining to emotional and instrumental family support. Next I will address
results of the proposed mediation of WFC, FWC, WFE, and FEW. Finally I will
conclude with a discussion of limitations and proposals for future research.
Resources in the Work Domain
One purpose of the current study was to understand how various resources
available in the work domain, both instrumental and emotional, assist employees in work
and family interactions. One such instrumental resource is the availability of familyfriendly benefits aimed at aiding individuals to balance work and family responsibilities.
The current data, however, only revealed moderate support for hypothesis 1a. Perceived
availability of such benefits predicted family performance and supervisor ratings of
conscientious performance over time. One potential reason for the lack of outcomes
predicted from availability of benefits is that benefits that are available aren’t necessarily
utilized by all employees (e.g. McDonald et al., 2004). In response to this possibility, the
current study attempted to assess not only availability of these types of benefits but also
the use of these benefits. As previously noted, however, participants were not given clear
instructions on how to fill out the measure and therefore this aspect could not be assessed.
If this construct could have been validly measured and compared against the perceived
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availability of these benefits, a more clear picture of the effects of these benefits may
have been established and relationships be have been more apparent.
Nonetheless, the finding that the instrumental resource of availability of these
benefits directly predicted one dimension of performance over time is important, as
performance is an outcome desired by organizations. Past research has established the
potential for availability of benefits to predict performance (e.g. Konrad & Mangel,
2000). However these findings have been indirect effects (Konrad & Mangel, 2000), or
measured at the firm level (Perry-Smith & Blum, 2000). The current study is the first to
report a direct effect on supervisor ratings of in-role performance from the availability of
benefits aimed at balancing work and family responsibilities.
In addition, the availability of benefits also significantly predicted perceptions of
performance in the family domain. This suggests that when individuals are able to obtain
instrumental support in the form of benefits that allow them to balance work and family
responsibilities, they feel it allows them to perform well in their family domain. These
results further support those found by Kossek et al. (2001), where a work climate for
sacrificing in the family domain for work responsibilities negatively predicted
perceptions of family performance. Thus in the current organization surveyed, providing
benefits may be communicating a climate where individuals are not expected to sacrifice
responsibilities in the family domain for those in the work domain therein causing the
perceptions that individuals can better perform in the family domain.
It would follow then that emotional support in the form of perceptions of
organizational support, assessed as FSOP in the current study, would then mediate the
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relationship between Benefits and Family Performance. Mediational effects of both
FSSB and FSOP on the relationships between availability of benefits and various
outcomes were proposed in the current study but were not supported. Specifically, it was
predicted that in order for instrumental support in the form of perceptions of the
availability of family-friendly benefits to predict organizational, family, and well-being
outcomes, mechanisms such as emotional support in the form of supportive supervisors
and organizations must be in place for these benefits to be utilized. However, neither
FSSB nor FSOP had any effect on the relationship between the availability of benefits
and supervisor ratings of conscientious performance or perceptions of family
performance. This finding is surprising given past research supporting this expectation
(e.g. Allen, 2001; O’Driscoll et al., 2003). Nonetheless, problems with the measure of
availability of these benefits make it difficult to draw conclusions on the effects of
benefits and subsequent examination of direct or indirect effects as is demonstrated with
low path loadings from the benefits to FSSB and FSOP.
Other organizational resources used to balance work and family were found to
predict various outcomes over time. Specifically, FSSB significantly predicted the work
outcomes of organizational commitment and intention to leave, as well as three of the
four dimensions of supervisor rated performance: task performance,
organizational/coworker support, and conscientious performance. Speaking to these
findings it is again important to emphasize FSSB predicted supervisor ratings of
performance at a later point in time.
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Kossek et al.’s (2001) finding that a climate for sharing concerns predicted
perceptions of job performance applies well to this finding. Perceptions of supervisor
supportive behaviors assessed in the current sample as FSSB were similar to Kossek et
al.’s definition of a climate for sharing concerns, where individuals are encouraged to
share concerns of one role while working in the other. Specifically, participants in this
study perceived a supervisor as supportive when, by operational definition, the supervisor
“makes me feel comfortable about talking about conflict” and “can talk effectively to
solve conflicts” between work and family domains. These findings suggest that when
supervisors facilitate an environment where sharing concerns from the family domain is
appropriate through supportive supervisor behaviors, performance can be predicted, as
was also found by Kossek et al. (2001). Moreover, this study is able to add further
validity to Kossek’s et al.’s conclusions in that performance was rated by supervisors and
not self-reported performance, and that FSSB was able to predict performance over time,
strengthening the ability to draw more causal conclusions between the use of
organizational resources for work and family balance and job performance.
FSSB also predicted FWC, WFE, and FWE over time. These findings are
intriguing due to the fact that the construct of FSSB is an organizational resource and
therefore one would expect that because these perceptions are originating in the work
domain, effects would be seen in the direction of work-to-family and not necessarily
family-to-work. And in fact, a recent meta-analysis (Ford, Heinen, & Langkamer, 2007)
of work and family cross-domain effects found that supervisor support explained a large
amount of variance in work interference with family (r = -.23). Thus while the prediction
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of WFE from FSSB is theoretically expected, the predictions of FWC and FWE are more
counter-intuitive and call for further examination. One explanation could be that
perceiving a supervisor to be supportive of work-family issues allows one to have more
positive experiences in the family domain, which in turn could foster positive experiences
back in the work domain creating a positive cycle of relationships between work and
family domains. Future research and more thorough analysis could better examine the
underlying processes of relationships among these variables.
The third organizational resource examined, FSOP, predicted Time 2 family
performance and WFC. Thus it appears in the current study that having a supervisor who
demonstrates supportive behaviors of work-family balance (FSSB) is a stronger predictor
of organizational and well-being outcomes than perceptions of organizational support
(FSOP). These findings are counter to those found by Allen (2001), where FSOP
uniquely predicted work-family conflict, job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
and turnover intentions over and above availability of family-friendly benefits and
perceptions of supervisor support. Allen also found FSOP to completely mediate the
relationships between availability of family-friendly benefits and work-family conflict, as
well as supervisor support and work-family conflict. One explanation for the differential
findings may be the new measure of FSSB employed in the present study. The measure
is the first measure of its kind, in that it asks about actual behaviors that supervisors
engage in to assist their employees in balancing work and family responsibilities, as
opposed to more general measures of support or those aimed at assessing emotional
support (Hammer et al., 2007). The authors of the scale contend that measuring specific
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behaviors will advance the field of work and family research by facilitating the
development of behavioral tools for supervisors and managers to assist their employees’
balance of work and family responsibilities. The present data support these contentions
in that FSSB was highly predictive of family and organizational outcomes, especially job
performance.
Resources in the Family Domain
A second goal of this study was to obtain a clearer picture of the role family
resources play in the ability to balance work and family responsibilities. Two specific
dimensions of family support were measured: emotional family support or listening to
concerns and providing support, and instrumental support, or assisting with
responsibilities in the home.

Emotional family support significantly predicted Time 2

family satisfaction, organizational commitment, and FWE. Time 1 instrumental family
support significantly predicted Time 2 FWC. Both types of family support appear to be
important predictors of family domain outcomes such as family satisfaction and familyto-work processes (e.g. enhancement and conflict). However, emotional family support
demonstrated the ability to also predict not just family outcomes, but organizational
outcomes as well.
Allen and LaPierre (2006) also found emotional support to predict well-being,
whereas instrumental support was related to FWC. Interestingly, Brough et al. (2005)
were able to find longitudinal effects of family resources predicting family satisfaction
over time, yet were not able to establish relationships between family resources and WFE
or FWE across time. However, Brough et al. did not differentiate between types of
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family support, providing a checklist of “sharing household duties, equality in
partner/spouse relationship, ability to relinquish traditions domestic role, distribution of
domestic responsibilities, friends, and other people outside the home”. Drawing
conclusions from these findings and those in past research calls for further emphasis on
the importance of delineating between the forms of support in the family domain.
Mediation of WFC, FWC, WFE, and FWE
As noted in the introduction, there has been support for the relationships between
resources used in both work and family domains and subsequent outcomes to be
mediated by individuals’ perceptions of bi-directional work-family conflict and bidirectional work-family enhancement (e.g. Brough et al., 2005). That is, in order for the
use of resources to have an effect on organizational, family, or well-being outcomes, they
must first influence how people feel their work and family lives conflict or enhance one
another. Therefore, I tested for mediation between all significant relationships.
Surprisingly, neither WFC nor FWC were found to mediate any of the significant
relationships in the present study. These results are intriguing given past research where
WFC has been found to mediate relationships between marital commitment and
performance (Graves et al., 2007). Brotheridge and Lee (2005) found work overload and
job distress to predict work interference with family, which predicted home overload and
intention to leave the marriage. In addition, Brough et al. (2005) found WFC to mediate
relationships between work resources and work satisfaction and FWC to mediate
relationships between work resources and family satisfaction. Ford and his colleagues,
however, examined the potential in their meta-analysis for mediation of WFC and FWC.
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Multiple regressions revealed that the significant relationships between work domain
predictors and family satisfaction as well as relationships between family domain
predictors and work satisfaction were still significant after entering WFC and FWC into
the equation (Ford et al., 2007). Thus it appears that given the current results and those
of Ford and his colleagues’ meta-analysis, WFC and FWC may not have the mediating
effects on relationships in work and family interactions as previously thought.
However, mediation was obtained with WFE an FWE. Specifically, WFE
mediated relationships between FSSB and organizational commitment, FSSB and
intention to leave, and FSSB and supervisor ratings of organizational support
performance. These results indicate that perceptions of supportive supervisors can
positively predict organizational commitment, negatively predict intentions to leave an
organization and positively predict organizational support performance through
perceptions that participation in the work domain enhances one’s ability to perform well
in the family domain. In addition, FWE also mediated the relationship between FSSB
and organizational commitment and FSSB and intention to leave indicating a perception
of reciprocal relationships between supportive supervisor behaviors and perceptions that
participation in family and work domains can enhance the ability to perform well in the
opposite domains, which in turn predicts organizational commitment and intentions to
leave the organization.
Limitations and Directions for Future Research
Several limitations were of concern in the present study. First, the majority of the
sample was female. This is not unexpected, as women traditionally make up a larger
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majority of health care professionals. Nonetheless, men and women could differ in the
types of resources used to balance work and family responsibilities and subsequent
outcomes. The current data did not allow for a comparison of models for males and
females due to the relatively low number of participants. Because of the lack of
consistency of gender differences noted in the work-family literature (e.g. Parasuraman &
Greenhaus, 2002), future research should further investigate the potential for gender
differences in the types of resources used to balance work and family.
A second limitation was the low response rate for the second round of data
collection (34%). However, data were collected on site, face-to-face, during multiple
occasions in order to obtain a high response rate. Nonetheless, those who agreed to
participate for the second round of data collection may have been experiencing more
salient issues of work and family interactions, therein providing them with more
motivation to participate and perhaps inflating some of the relationships found.
Third, the instructions for the measure of availability and use of benefits were not
clearly explained to participants, which resulted in the participants not being aware of the
potential to indicate both availability and use, but rather indicating one or the other.
Therefore there was not a valid assessment of use of these benefits, only their perceived
availability. Being able to fully examine the relationships between perceived availability,
use and subsequent outcomes would have allowed for a better picture of the use of
organizational resources and their impact on work and family outcomes.
There are multiple directions for future research based on the results of this study.
Because longitudinal methods were employed, more support was obtained for causal
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conclusions between the use of work and family resources and their subsequent
organizational, family, and well-being outcomes. In addition, data were collected from
multiple sources, so that conclusions could carry even more strength than conclusions
drawn from single-source data. Because this study is the first to examine the longitudinal
effects of work and family resources on various outcomes over time, including supervisor
ratings of performance, more research should be conducted in order to replicate the
findings of this study with sample from other types of populations than hospital
employees.
One particular result to attempt to replicate is the fact that FSSB provided the
strongest predictive ability of organizational resources, even beyond that of perceptions
of overall organizational support. If this finding continues to be replicated, this has the
potential to lead to the development of interventions at the supervisor level, providing
them with the particular behaviors to exhibit that will allow them to aid their employees
in balancing work and family domains.
Although FSSB was found to have the most predictive ability of the
organizational resources, I was not able to compare all potential resources in one model.
Specifically, due to limitations with amount of factors I could examine in one model, I
was unable to directly compare the predictive ability of work versus family resources.
Future research should attempt to directly compare all resources to balance work and
family responsibilities in one overall model in order to determine where potential
interventions would have the most impact.
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Another area for future work-family research to focus on is the enhancement
construct. The current study was not able to find WFC or FWC to mediate relationships,
but both WFE and FWE did act as mediators for multiple relationships among FSSB and
various organizational and family outcomes. This finding further emphasizes the
importance of supervisor supportive behaviors as mechanisms to balancing work and
family responsibilities.
Finally, the present study did not propose or assess the potential for reverse
causality. That is, although results show that the use of work and family resources at
Time 1 predicts the various outcomes at Time 2, it would be interesting to see if this
direction of causality is the case and not the opposite – that the outcomes at Time 1
predict the use of work and family resources at Time 2. Future research in the workfamily domain should examine the possibility that theoretically expected directions
between variables may actually be occurring in the opposite direction.
In conclusion, the results of this research contribute to the work-family literature
in several ways. First, the use of longitudinal methods allows for more causal
conclusions, as resources to balance work and family measured at Time 1 were able to
predict organizational, family, and well-being outcomes at Time 2. In addition, the
prediction of supervisor ratings of performance from these resources has not been
established in the work-family literature. More importantly, the measure of FSSB
predicted multiple outcomes over time, including performance. That this measure
contains specific behaviors exhibited by supervisors, as rated by their employees, is
another essential contribution to the work-family literature in terms of the development of
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specific interventions within organizations. As such, all results of this study can drive
future research on the development of interventions of resources in the work domain as
well as the family domain, therein allowing for increases in individual and organizational
well-being.
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Appendix A
Proposed Model

Work Outcomes Time 2:
Work Resources
Time 1
(available and
utilized)
•Formal policies
and benefits

•Supervisor and
organizational
support

Family Resources
Time 1

Work-to-Family
Conflict
Work-to-Family
Enhancement

•Work performance
•Intention to leave
•Org commitment
•Job satisfaction

Well-being Time 2:
Family-to-work
Conflict
Family-to-work
Enhancement

Support from family

•Quality of life
•Stress

Family Outcomes Time 2:
•Family performance
•Marital satisfaction
•Family satisfaction
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Appendix B
Demographic Information
1. Gender (circle one):

M

F

2. Age: _____________
3. Race/Ethnicity (circle one):
White Black/African American

Asian

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

American Indian/Alaskan Native

Latino/Hispanic

Bi-Racial

Multi-Racial

Other: ____________

4. Marital Status:
Single
Married
Separated/Divorced
Widowed
If not married, are you currently in a long-term relationship? Y N
If not married, are you currently cohabitating with a romantic partner? Y N
4. Number of children living at home under the age of 18: _____
5. How many other dependents living at your home (e.g. elder parents)? _______
6. Is your household a dual- (both adults work) or single-earner (one adult works)
household (please circle)?
DUAL
SINGLE
7. Please circle the highest degree of education completed:
Some high school
High school diploma
Some college
Associate’s Degree
Bachelor’s Degree
Some post-graduate classes
Master’s Degree
Doctorate
8. What is your current job title? ____________________________________________
9. What is the name of your department/ unit? _________________________________
10. What shift do you usually work (circle one)?

First

Second

Third

11. In years and months, how long have you….
held your current position
__________
been working for your organization __________
been in your profession
__________
12. On average, how many hours do you work each week for your job? ____________
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Appendix C
Family-Responsive Policies, Programs, and Benefits
Policy/Program
1. Paid time off
2. Part time work
3. Family leaves
4. Flexible benefits plan
5. Flexible time/hours
6. Telecommuting
7. Flexible spending account
8. Sick/emergency childcare
9. Job rotation
10. Compressed work week
11. Job sharing
12. Adoption assistance

69

Appendix D

1. My supervisor makes me feel comfortable talking to
him/her about any conflict between work and non-work
domains.
2. My supervisor and I can talk effectively to solve
conflicts between work and non-work issues.
3. My supervisor demonstrates effective behaviors in
how to juggle work and nonwork balance.
4. My supervisor works effectively with employees to
creatively solve conflicts between work and nonwork
domains.
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Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither Agree
or Disagree

Agree

Please indicate to what extent you agree with
each of the following statements.

Strongly Agree

Supervisor Support

Appendix E

1. Work should be the primary priority in one’s life.
2. Employees who are highly committed to their
personal lives cannot be highly committed to their
work.
3. Individuals who take time off to attend to personal
matters are not committed to their work.
4. It is assumed that the most productive employees
are those who put their work before their family life.

71

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree or Disagree

Disagree

Please indicate to what extent you agree that
each of the following statements represent
the philosophy or beliefs of your
organization. (Remember, these are not
your own personal philosophies or beliefs,
but pertain to what you believe is the
philosophy of your organization.)

Strongly Disagree

Family-Supportive Organizational Perceptions

Appendix F
Family Supportive Inventory for Workers
Please indicate your degree of agreement with the following items using the scale
presented below.
1----------------2----------------------3--------------------4-----------------5
Strongly
Disagree
Neither Agree
Agree
Strongly
Disagree
or Disagree
Agree
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

My family members do their fair share of household chores.
Members of my family are interested in my job.
When I'm frustrated by my work, someone in my family tries to understand.
Members of my family are willing to straighten up the house when it needs it.
My family leaves too much of the daily details of running the house to me.
Members of my family don't want to listen to my work-related problems.
Members of my family help me with routine household tasks.
When I have a problem at work, members of my family express concern.
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Appendix G
Work-Family Conflict
Please indicate your degree of agreement with the following items using the scale
presented below.
1---------------2----------------3---------------4-----------------5--------------6------------7
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither Agree
or Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Work  Family Items
1. After work, I come home too tired to do some of the things I’d like to do.
2. On the job I have so much work to do that it takes away from my personal
interests after I have left the job.
3. My family/friends dislike how often I am preoccupied with my work while I am
at home.
4. My work takes up time that I’d like to spend with my family/friends.
Family  Work Items
1. I’m too tired at work because of the things I have to do at home.
2. My personal demands are so great that it takes away from my wo9rk.
3. My superiors and peers dislike how often I am preoccupied with my personal life
while at work.
4. My personal life takes up time that I’d like to spend at work.
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Appendix H
Work-Family Enhancement
Please indicate your degree of agreement with the following items using the scale
presented below.
1----------------2----------------------3--------------------4-----------------5
Strongly
Disagree
Neither Agree
Agree
Strongly
Disagree
or Disagree
Agree
Work  Family Items
My involvement in work ____________________
1. Helps me acquire skills and this helps me be a better family member.
2. Makes me feel happy and this helps me be a better family member.
3. Provides me with a sense of accomplishment and this helps me be a better family
member.
4. Provides me with a sense of success and this helps me be a better family member.
Family  Work Items
My involvement in my family___________________________
1. Helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be a better worker.
2. Helps me acquire skills and this helps me be a better worker.
3. Helps me expand my knowledge of new things and this helps me be a better
worker.
4. Makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better work.

74

Appendix I

Better
than
Average
Better
than Most

Average

Performance compared to other
employees in the organization:

Worst
than Most
Worst
than
Average

Job Performance

TASK PERFORMANCE:
1. Adequately completes assigned duties.
2. Performs tasks that are expected of him/her.
3. Meets formal performance requirements of the job.
4. Attends to aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform.

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

ORGANIZATIONAL/ COWORKER SUPPORT:
5. Helps smooth out relationships with other employees.
6. Tries to help and support coworkers.
7. Avoids becoming angry or hostile with coworkers or supervisors.
8. Offers suggestions to improve the department.

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

TEAMWORK:
9. Helps other employees who have heavy workloads.
10. Communicates with coworkers regarding patient care.
11. Communicates any problems to the appropriate individual.
12. Helps new employees get oriented with the hospital.

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

COGNITIVE/ MOTIVATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS:
13. Handles important details with sustained and focused attention.
14. Works with determination despite obstacles, setbacks, or frustration.
15. Remains calm, self-assured, and organized when reacting to difficult
situations.
16. Maintains concentration when working long hours.
17. OVERALL PERFORMANCE
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Appendix J
Intention to Leave
Please indicate your degree of agreement with the following items using the scale
presented below.
1----------------2----------------------3--------------------4-----------------5
Strongly
Disagree
Neither Agree
Agree
Strongly
Disagree
or Disagree
1. I would prefer another more ideal job than the one I now work in.
2. I have thought seriously about changing organizations since I began working here.
3. I intend to remain with this organization.
4. If have my own way, I will be working for this organization three years from now.
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Appendix K
Organizational Commitment
Please indicate your degree of agreement with the following items using the scale
presented below.
1---------------2----------------3---------------4-----------------5--------------6------------7
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither Agree
or Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

_____ 1. I do not feel a sense of belonging to my organization. (R)
_____ 2. I do not feel “emotionally attached” to this organization. (R)
_____ 3. I do not feel like “part of the family” at my organization. (R)
_____ 4. This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.
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Strongly
Agree

Appendix L
Job Satisfaction
Please indicate your degree of agreement with the following items using the scale
presented below.
1---------------2----------------3---------------4-----------------5--------------6------------7
Strongly
Disagree

1.
2.
3.
4.

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither Agree
or Disagree

All in all, I am satisfied with my job.
In general, I don’t like my job. (R)
In general, I like working here.
My job situation is very frustrating to me. (R)
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Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Appendix M
Quality of Life

Please indicate how you feel about your present life by circling the corresponding
number for each of the following questions.
1. Boring---------------------------------------------------------------Interesting
1
2
3
4
5
2. Miserable----------------------------------------------------------Worthwhile
1
2
3
4
5
3. Discouraging--------------------------------------------------------Hopeful
1
2
3
4
5
4. Disappointing------------------------------------------------------Rewarding
1
2
3
4
5
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Appendix N
Stress
For the following items, please indicate how often you have felt or thought a certain way
using the following scale:
0 = never

1 = almost never

2 = sometimes

3 = fairly often

4 = very often

_____ 1. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were unable to control the
important things in your life?
_____ 2. In the last month, how often have you felt confident about your ability to
handle your personal problems?
_____ 3. In the last month, how often have you felt that things were going your way?
_____ 4. In the last month, how often have you felt difficulties were piling up so high
that you could not overcome?
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Appendix O
Family Performance
Please indicate your degree of agreement with the following items using the scale
presented below.
1----------------2----------------------3--------------------4-----------------5
Strongly
Disagree
Neither Agree
Agree
Strongly
Disagree
or Disagree
Agree

1. I am viewed by my family as doing an exceptional job at home.
2. My family thinks what I do at home is outstanding.
3. I have a reputation in my family for doing household tasks very well.
4. My family sees my work at home is seen as having high quality.
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Appendix P
Marital Satisfaction
Please indicate your degree of agreement with the following items using the scale
presented below.
1---------------2----------------3---------------4-----------------5--------------6------------7
Strongly
Disagree

1.
2.
3.
4.

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither Agree
or Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

We have a good marriage.
My relationship with my partner is very stable.
My relationship with my partner makes me happy.
I really feel like part of a team with my partner.
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Agree

Strongly
Agree

Appendix Q
Family Satisfaction
Please indicate your degree of agreement with the following items using the scale
presented below.
1---------------2----------------3---------------4-----------------5--------------6------------7
Strongly
Disagree

1.
2.
3.
4.

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither Agree
or Disagree

All in all, I am satisfied with my family.
In general, I like being with my family.
I am satisfied with my present family situation.
My family situation is very frustrating to me. (R)
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Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Appendix R
Example Measurement Model

FSOP
T1

WFC
T1

Stress
T1

FSOP
T2

WFC
T1

Stress
T1

X1 X2 X3

X1 X2 X3

X1 X2 X3

X1 X2 X3

X1 X2 X3

X1 X2 X3
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Appendix S
Results Tables
Table 1: Ranges, Means, Standard Deviations, and Alphas among Measured Variables
Variable
Range
M
SD
Alpha
Level
1. Benefits Available
1-12 (sum)
6.28
2.72
NA
2. FSSB
1-5
3.51
1.07
.94
3. FSOP
1-5
3.44 (3.26)* .91 (.85)*
.88 (.89)
4. Emotional Family Support 1-5
3.85
.69
.84
5. Instrumental Family
1-5
3.62
.80
.86
Support
6. WFC
1-7
3.77
1.43
.79
7. FWC
1-7
2.11 (2.25)* .86 (.93)*
.75 (.82)
8. WFE
1-5
3.74 (3.64)* .76 (.70)*
.90 (.88)
9. FWE
1-5
3.86 (3.72)* .64 (.62)*
.90 (.92)
10. Job Satisfaction
1-7
5.54
1.24
.87
11. Organizational
1-7
4.92
1.31
.85
Commitment
12. Intention to Leave
1-5
2.35
.90
.87
13. Quality of Life
1-5
4.16
.74
.86
14. Perceived Stress
1-5
2.41
.70
.75
15. Family Satisfaction
1-5
4.26
.72
.83
16. Family Performance
1-5
3.55
.71
.90
17. Task Performance
1-5
4.0
.82
.97
18. Organization Support
1-5
3.82
.83
.88
Performance
19. Teamwork Performance
1-5
3.95
.79
.89
20. Conscientious
1-5
3.85
.84
.90
Performance
*Values in parentheses represent time 2 estimates. These values are provided due to
significant differences in means from time1 to time 2.
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Table 2: Correlations Among Time 1 Predictors and Time 2 Outcomes
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Table 3: Correlations among Time 1 Predictors, Time 1 Outcomes ,and Performance
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Table 4. Correlations among Time 2 Predictors and Time 2 Outcomes
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Table 5. Factor Loadings of Time 1 Measures
Factor
FSSB
FSOP
Emotional Family Support
Instrumental Family Support
WFC
FWC
WFE
FWE
Job Satisfaction
Organizational
Commitment
Intention to Leave
Quality of Life
Perceived Stress
Family Satisfaction
Family Performance
Task Performance
Organization Support
Performance
Teamwork Performance
Conscientious Performance

Item1
.855 (.761)
.693
.647 (.607)
.882
.602
.674 (.865)
.690
.863
.914
.726

Item 2
.887
.849
.800
.781
.814
.338 (dropped)
.823
.883
.871
.847

Item 3
.884
.849
.716
.591
.765
.582
.926
.861
.848
.782

Item 4
.934
.827
.848
.855
.627
.841
.963
.471
.674
.702

.854 (.761)
.668
.587
.744
.844
.899
.822

.777
.815
.613
.642
.932
.915
.875

.710 (.765)
.880
.827
.875
.735
.909
.662

.780
.760
.506
.762
.757 (.953)
.931
.646

.817
.863

.793
.828

.766
.759

.729
.843
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Table 6. Organizational Resources Predicting Organizational, Family, and Well-Being
Outcomes
Outcomes
Benefits
FSSB
FSOP
Availability
WFC
B = -.026, t = -.90
B = -.133, t = -1.41
B = -.513, t = -3.58
SE = .03, ns
SE = .10, ns
SE = .14, p<.05*
FWC
B = -.04, t = -1.37
B = -.235, t = -2.15
B = -.245, t = -1.80
SE = .03, ns
SE = .11, p<.05*
SE = .14, ns
WFE
B = .005, t = .53
B = .144, t = 2.50
B = .019, t = .53
SE = .02, ns
SE = .06, p<.05*
SE = .04, ns
B = -.013, t = -.62
B = .123, t = 2.13
B = .018, t = .21
FWE
SE = .02, ns
SE = .06, p<.05*
SE = .08, ns
Job Satisfaction
B = .019, t = .25
B = .388, t = 3.43
B = .006 t = .085
SE = .04, ns
SE = .11, p<.05*
SE = .07, p<.05
Organizational
B = .042, t = 1.28
B = .513, t = 4.52
B = .125, t = .82
Commitment
SE = .03, ns
SE = .11, p<.05*
SE = .15, ns
Intention to Leave
B = -.023, t = -.913 B = -.357, t = -4.53
B = -.065 t = -.619
SE = .03, ns
SE = .08, p<.05*
SE = .11, p<.05*
Quality of Life
B = .001, t = .065
B = .059, t = 1. 06
B = .071, t = .90
SE = .23, ns
SE = .06, ns
SE = .08, ns
Perceived Stress
B = .001, t = .057
B = -.05, t = -1.18
B = -.075, t = -1.18
SE = .02, ns
SE = .05, ns
SE = .06, ns
B = .012, t = .857
B = .044, t = 1.08
B = -.062, t = -1.13
Family Satisfaction
SE = .01, ns
SE = .04, ns
SE = .06, ns
Family Performance
B = .05, t = 2.50
B = .009, t = .16
B = .149, t = 2.02
SE = .02, p<.05*
SE = .06, ns
SE = .07, p<.05*
Task Performance
B = -.025, t = -1.40 B = .095, t = 1.92
B = -.029, t = -.48
SE = .02, ns
SE = .05, ns
SE = .06, ns
B = -.021, t = -.90
B = .184, t = 3.05
B = -.081, t = -1.03
Organization Support
Performance
SE = .02, ns
SE = .06, p<.05*
SE = .08b, ns
Teamwork Performance
B = -.026, t = -1.26 B = .07, t = 1.40
B = -.026, t = -.37
SE = .02, ns
SE = .05, ns
SE = .07, ns
Conscientious
B = .038, t = 1.96
B = .105, t = 1.97
B = .068, t = 1.00
Performance
SE = .02, p<.05*
SE = .05, p<.05*
SE = .07, ns
* Indicates significant path coefficients.
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Table 7. Family Resources Predicting Organizational, Family, and Well-Being Outcomes
Outcomes
Emotional Support Instrumental Support
WFC
B = .361, t = 1.38
B = -.199, t = -1.31
SE = .26, ns
SE = .15, ns
FWC
B = .051m t = .202 B = -.320, t = -2.22
SE = .25, ns
SE = .14, p<.05*
WFE
B = .215, t = 1.55
B = -.046 t = -.57
SE = .14, ns
SE = .08, ns
FWE
B = .301, t = 2.0
B = -.071 t = -.93
SE = .15, p<.05*
SE = .08, ns
B = .289, t = 1.84
B = .007, t = .05
Job Satisfaction
SE = .14, ns
SE = .14, ns
Organizational
B = .69, t = 2.26
B -.08, t = -.53
Commitment
SE = .31, p<.05*
SE = .16, ns
Intention to Leave
B = -.33, t = -1.57
B = .027, t = .22
SE = .21, ns
SE = .12, ns
Quality of Life
B = .209, t = 1.22
B = .058, t = .70
SE = .17, ns
SE = .08, ns
B = -.236, t = -1.83 B = -.115, t = -1.79
Perceived Stress
SE = .13, ns
SE = .07, ns
Family Satisfaction
B = .230, t = 2.12
B = .123, t = 1.74
SE = .11, p<.05*
SE = .07, ns
B = .05, t = .30
B = .129, t = 1.30
Family Performance
SE = .14, ns
SE = .10, ns
Task Performance
B = .042, t = .37
B = .013, t = -.22
SE = .11, ns
SE = .06, ns
Organization Support
B = -.04, t = -.27
B = .044 t = .52
Performance
SE = .15, ns
SE = .08, ns
B = .028, t = .198
B = -.016 t = -.22
Teamwork Performance
SE = .14, ns
SE = .07, ns
Conscientious
B = .361, t = 1.38
B = -.199t = -1.31
Performance
SE = .26, ns
SE = .15, ns
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Table 8. Tests of Hypotheses 4a WFC and FWC Mediating Effects
Predictor and Outcome
WFC Mediating Effect FWC Mediating Effect
FSSB  Job Satisfaction
ME = -.04 (SE = .03) Z ME = -.02 (SE = .02) Z
= -1.55, ns
= -.90, ns
FSSB  Organizational Commitment
ME = .06 (SE = .03) Z ME = .017 (SE = .025)
= 1.75, ns
Z = .69, ns
FSSB  Intention to Leave
ME = -.024 (SE = .03) ME = -.016 (SE = .018)
Z = -.81, ns
Z = -.86, ns
FSSB  Task Performance
ME = -.006 (SE = .01) ME = .004 (SE = .01) Z
Z = -.55, ns
= .38, ns
ME = .018 (SE = .016) ME = -.013 (SE = .015)
FSSB  Org Support Performance
Z = 1.13, ns
Z = -.89, ns
FSSB  Conscientious Performance
ME = -.007 (SE = .012) ME = .007 (SE = .012)
Z = -.59, ns
Z = .59, ns
Emotional Family Support  Family
Satisfaction
Emotional Family Support 
Organizational Commitment
Emotional Family Support  Perceived
Stress

ME = -.001 (SE = .006)
Z = -.17, ns
ME = .065 (SE = .048)
Z = 1.35, ns
ME = .014 (SE = .027)
Z = .50, ns

Instrumental Family Support  Family
Satisfaction

ME = -.002 (SE = .006) ME = .01 (SE = .014) Z
Z = -.27, ns
= -.70, ns
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ME = -.01 (SE = .014)
Z = -.70, ns
ME = .013 (SE = .029)
Z = .43, ns
ME = .013 (SE = .027)
Z = .497, ns

Table 9. Tests of Hypotheses 4a WFE and FWE Mediating Effects
Predictor and Outcome
WFE Mediating Effect FWE Mediating Effect
FSSB  Job Satisfaction
ME = .06 (SE = .06)
ME = .006 (SE = .02)
Z = 1.03, ns
Z = .26, ns
FSSB  Organizational Commitment
ME = .263 (SE = .08)
ME = .177 (SE = .07)
Z = 3.27*
Z = 2.25* ns
FSSB  Intention to Leave
ME = -.207 (SE = .06) ME = -.108 (SE = .051)
Z = -3.68*
Z = -2.13*
FSSB  Task Performance
ME = .036 (SE = .029) ME = .02 (SE = .014)
Z = 1.25, ns
Z = 1.43, ns
ME = .057 (SE = .024) ME = .022 (SE = .018)
FSSB  Org Support Performance
Z = 2.42*
Z = 1.18, ns
FSSB  Conscientious Performance
ME = .033 (SE = .031) ME = .022 (SE = .015)
Z = 1.06, ns
Z = 1.40, ns
Emotional Family Support  Family
Satisfaction
Emotional Family Support 
Organizational Commitment
Emotional Family Support  Perceived
Stress

ME = .009 (SE = .012)
Z = .75, ns
ME = .169 (SE = .099)
Z = 1.70, ns
ME = -.01 (SE = .014)
Z = -.75, ns

ME = .003 (SE = .018)
Z = .15, ns
ME = .033 (SE = .031)
Z = 1.06, ns
ME = -.0003 (SE = .022)
Z = -.02, ns

Instrumental Family Support  Family
Satisfaction

ME = .001 (SE = .003)
Z = .36, ns

ME = .0001 (SE = .0009)
Z = .089, ns
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